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real dollars, this translates into $200
billion in Net-based commerce by 2000,
and $1 trillion by 2003.

We can’t begin today fully to under-
stand the scope of freedom for people
that this information revolution will
bring. And all the while Microsoft and
its competitors continue to bring bet-
ter products at lower prices to all con-
sumers.

While this case has been in the court,
we have heard almost no discussion
about whether the dramatic changes of
the last year have rendered this case
moot. I believe they do, and here’s
why.

In the presence of a company exert-
ing real monopoly power, competitors
would be stifled, prices would rise,
choices would be curtailed, consumers
would be harmed. In fact, in the last
twelve months the real world for con-
sumers has improved by all of these
measures. Competition in the tech-
nology industry is alive and well and
nipping at the heels of Microsoft—all
great news for consumers. Prices are
down, choices are up, innovation is
rampant.

The U.S. software industry is grow-
ing at a rate more than double that of
the rest of the economy. The number of
U.S. software companies has grown
from 24,000 in 1990 to an estimated
57,000 in 1999. The number of U.S. soft-
ware industry employees has grown
from 290,000 in 1990 to an estimated
860,000 in 1999, with an average rate of
growth of 80,000 per year from 1996 to
1999. Do these growth figures sound
like they come from an industry that
is dominated by a Monopoly player?

Mr. President, the bottom line is
that the industry is thriving. It shows
that we do not need the government
picking winners and losers. While the
nature of the government’s case has
been forced to change in the last year,
the administration seems determined
to punish this successful company and
to use the power of the government to
reward Microsoft’s competitors. These
are the very competitors whose alli-
ances have radically changed the com-
petitive landscape of the Information
Technology industry in just the last
few months.

When the case began, AOL and
Netscape were two large successful
companies. Today they’re gigantic,
teamed with Sun and ready to compete
in the next frontier of the Information
Technology industry—the Internet.

When the case began, MCI Commu-
nications and WorldCom were two sep-
arate companies, as were Excite and
@Home. Yahoo hadn’t yet bought
GeoCities and Broadcast.com.

When the case began AT&T was a
long distance company. Today, AT&T
could influence more than 60% of cable
systems in the United States.

Microsoft has continued to excel, in
spite of simultaneously fighting off the
government and its competitors. But,
far from being stifled, Microsoft’s com-
petitors and potential competitors also
have increased their market value by
dizzying percentages over the last year:
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AOL—up 555 percent;

Amazon—up 838 percent;

Sun Microsystems—up 209 percent;

IBM—up 91 percent; and

Yahoo—up 455 percent.

Microsoft is up 83 percent.

To me that’s good news, and I hope it
happens again this year. But that suc-
cess leads me to wonder: if these com-
petitors are so injured by Microsoft,
why is the Dow Jones Industrial Aver-
age up 20% and the more techno-
logically driven NASDAQ up a more
startling 40% since the trial began?

A May 7 article in the Washington
Post outlines the previously undis-
closed lobbying activity on the part of
a multi-billion dollar coalition of
Microsoft competitors, consisting of
Netscape and AOL, as well as ProComp,
Sun and Oracle, who collectively have
outspent the Redmond-based software
firm by almost $4 million. The Post
story made clear that Microsoft has
been scrambling just to catch-up.

Economist Milton Friedman recently
warned about the possible impacts of
the suit on the high-technology indus-
try as a whole. He pointed out the obvi-
ous flaw in the competitors’ strategy,
which is involving government regu-
lators. Mr. Friedman states, ‘‘Silicon
Valley is suicidal in calling govern-
ment in to mediate in disputes among
some of the big companies in the area
and Microsoft . .. once you get the
government involved, it’s difficult to
get it out.” I couldn’t agree more.

Mr. President, with the Sherman
antitrust action by the government
against Microsoft entering its second
year, the only question that remains is
why this lawsuit continues. I urge my
colleagues to join me in seeking an an-
swer to that question.

——
CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I believe
the morning hour has expired. I move
for the regular order.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWNBACK). Under the previous order,
the Senate will resume consideration
of S. 1059, which the clerk will report.

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

A bill (S. 1059) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2000 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:

McCain/Levin amendment No. 393, to
provide authority to carry out base
closure round commencing in 2001.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.
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Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I see no
other Senator here at this moment. I
believe there is another Senator who
will be here at about 10:30 to offer an-
other amendment, but I would like to
submit an amendment for consider-
ation at this point.

AMENDMENT NO. 3%

(Purpose: To improve the monitoring of the
export of advanced satellite technology, to
require annual reports with respect to Tai-
wan, and to improve the provisions relat-
ing to safeguards, security, and counter-
intelligence at Department of Energy fa-
cilities)

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. LOTT]
proposes an amendment numbered 394.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.”’)

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I am
pleased to offer this amendment on be-
half of myself, and Senators WARNER,
SHELBY, MURKOWSKI, DOMENICI, SPEC-
TER, THOMAS, KYL, and HUTCHINSON.

This package is the product of the se-
rious investigative and oversight work
performed by the relevant committees
and other Senators who have devoted
considerable attention to the issues of
satellite exports, Chinese espionage,
lax security at DOE facilities, foreign
counterintelligence wiretaps, and
more. I commend my cosponsors and
others for their helpful efforts in this
regard.

I have stated that the damage to U.S.
national security as a result of China’s
nuclear espionage is probably the
greatest I have seen in my entire ca-
reer. And, unfortunately, the adminis-
tration’s inattention to—or even hos-
tility towards—counterintelligence and
security has magnified this breach.

It is simply incredible that China has
acquired sensitive, classified informa-
tion about every nuclear warhead in
the U.S. arsenal. But this apparently is
precisely what happened.

It is simply incredible that American
companies illegally provided informa-
tion to the Chinese that will allow
them to improve their long-range mis-
siles aimed at American cities. But
this apparently is exactly what hap-
pened.

It is simply incredible that American
exports were delivered to certain Chi-
nese facilities that will assist their
weapons of mass destruction program.
But this apparently is exactly what
happened.

It is simply incredible that it took
this administration 2 years from the
date the National Security Adviser was
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first briefed by DOE officials on the
problem of Chinese espionage at the
nuclear weapons laboratories, to sign a
new Presidential directive to strength-
en counterintelligence at the labs and
elsewhere. But this apparently is ex-
actly what happened.

And, after all this, it is simply in-
credible that the President would
claim that all this damage was a result
of actions of previous administrations
and that he had not been told of any es-
pionage that had occurred on his
watch. But this is exactly what the
President said in a mid-March press
conference.

As I have stated previously, the Con-
gress must take several steps to better
understand what happened and how it
happened, and to lessen the likelihood
of a recurrence of such events in the fu-
ture.

First, we must aggressively probe the
administration to determine the facts.
We know much of what happened. But
we don’t have all the facts, and we cer-
tainly don’t know why certain events
unfolded the way they did. We need to
get to the bottom of that.

Several committees are exploring as-
pects of this scandal, and it is multi-
faceted: DOE security; whistleblower
protections; counterintelligence at the
FBI; CIA operations; export controls;
illegal campaign contributions; the
Justice Department; the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Act, FISA; DOD
monitoring of satellite launches in
China; waivers of laws for companies
under investigation for illegal activi-
ties; and much, much more.

Second, we must take all reasonable
steps now to remedy problems we have
identified to date. Does this mean that
the actions recommended in this bill,
or in this amendment, will solve the
problem of lab security for all time? Of
course not. But they do represent im-
portant first steps in addressing the
myriad problems that have emerged
during the various on-going investiga-
tions.

For example, we know that security
and counter-intelligence at the labs
was—and is—woefully inadequate. We
can take steps to begin to fix that
problem.

We know that the Clinton Commerce
Department failed miserably to ade-
quately control and protect national
security information as it relates to
commercial communications satellites
and rocket launchers. We took steps
last year in the Defense authorization
bill to help protect national security
by transferring from Commerce to
State the responsibility for reviewing
license applications for such satellites.

Third, we must hold appropriate ex-
ecutive branch officials accountable for
their actions. This means we need to
understand why certain Clinton admin-
istration officials acted the way they
did. Why, for example, were DOE intel-
ligence officials told they could not
brief the Congress on aspects of this es-
pionage investigation and its implica-
tions? Why did the Reno Justice De-
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partment refuse to approve a wiretap
request? Why was a certain suspect’s
computer not searched much, much
earlier when, in fact, the suspect had
agreed several years earlier to such a
search? And why was a waiver granted
for the export of a satellite built by an
American company that was under in-
vestigation by the Department of Jus-
tice and whose head was the single
largest individual contributor to the
Democratic National Committee?

In posing these and other questions,
does this mean the Senate is on some
partisan witch-hunt? Absolutely not. I
recognize that a full understanding of
this issue requires going back decades.

For example, the reports recently
issued by the Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee and the Cox Committee in the
House reviewed documents from prior
administrations.

But simply saying that errors were
made in previous administrations can-
not and does not absolve this President
and this administration from responsi-
bility. In fact, this administration’s
record in the area of security and
counter-intelligence, in its relations
with China, and in several other areas,
leaves much to be desired.

As I said before, there are some steps
we can and should take now. For exam-
ple, the Defense authorization bill be-
fore us now proposes several important
measures regarding Department of En-
ergy security and counterintelligence.
Likewise, the intelligence authoriza-
tion bill includes several legislative
proposals on this topic as well.

My amendment is entirely consistent
with, and indeed builds upon, those two
vital legislative measures. Allow me to
describe what this amendment pro-
poses to do.

First, it seeks to address the Loral
episode, wherein the President ap-
proved a waiver for the export of a
Loral satellite for launch on a Chinese
rocket at the same time Loral was
under investigation by the Justice De-
partment for possible criminal wrong-
doing.

This amendment requires the Presi-
dent to notify the Congress whenever
an investigation is undertaken of an al-
leged violation of U.S. export control
laws in connection with the export of a
commercial satellite of U.S. origin.

It also requires the President to no-
tify the Congress whenever an export
license or waiver is granted on behalf
of any U.S. person or firm that is the
subject of a criminal investigation.

I am absolutely convinced that had
these ‘‘sunshine’ provisions been in ef-
fect at the time of the Loral waiver de-
cision, I doubt very seriously that the
President would have issued his deci-
sion in favor of Loral.

Second, the amendment requires the
Secretary of Defense to undertake cer-
tain actions that would significantly
enhance the performance and effective-
ness of the DOD program for moni-
toring so-called ‘‘satellite launch cam-
paigns” in China and elsewhere.

For instance, under this amendment,
the DOD monitoring officials will be
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given authority to halt a launch cam-
paign if they felt U.S. national security
was being compromised. In addition,
the Secretary will be obligated to es-
tablish appropriate professional and
technical qualifications, as well as
training programs, for such personnel,
and increase the number of such mon-
itors.

Furthermore, to remove any ambi-
guity as to what technical information
may be shared by U.S. contractors dur-
ing a launch campaign, the amendment
requires the Secretary of Defense to re-
view and improve guidelines for such
discussions. Finally, it requires the
Secretary to establish a counter intel-
ligence program within the organiza-
tion responsible for performing such
monitoring functions.

Third, my amendment enhances the
intelligence community’s role in the
export license review process. This re-
sponds to a clear need for greater in-
sight by the State Department and
other license-reviewing agencies into
the Chinese and other entities involved
in space launch and ballistic missile
programs. In this regard, it is worth
noting that the intelligence commu-
nity played a very modest role in re-
viewing the license applications for ex-
ports that subsequently were deemed
to have harmed national security.

This section also requires a report by
the Director of Central Intelligence on
the efforts of foreign governments to
acquire sensitive U.S. technology and
technical information.

Fourth, based on concerns that China
continues to proliferate missile and
missile technology to Pakistan and
Iran, this amendment expresses the
sense of Congress that the People’s Re-
public of China should not be permitted
to join the Missile Technology Control
Regime, MTCR, as a member until Bei-
jing has demonstrated a sustained com-
mitment to missile nonproliferation
and adopted an effective export control
system. Any honest appraisal would
lead one to the conclusion, I believe,
that China has not demonstrated such
a commitment and does not have in
place effective export controls.

Now we know, from documents re-
leased by the White House as part of
the Senate’s investigation, that the
Clinton administration wanted to bring
the PRC into the MTCR as a means of
shielding Beijing from missile pro-
liferation sanctions laws now on the
books. This section sends a strong sig-
nal that such an approach should not
be undertaken.

Fifth, the amendment expresses
strong support for stimulating the ex-
pansion of the commercial space

launch industry here in America. As we
have seen recently with a number of
failed U.S. rocket launches, there is a
crying need to improve the perform-
ance of U.S.-built and launched rock-
ets. This amendment strongly encour-
ages efforts to promote the domestic
commercial space launch industry, in-
cluding through the elimination of
legal or regulatory barriers to long-
term competitiveness.
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The amendment also urges a review
of the current policy of permitting the
export of commercial satellites of U.S.
origin to the PRC for launch and sug-
gests that, if a decision is made to
phase-out the policy, then launches of
such satellites in the PRC should occur
only if they are licensed as of the com-
mencement of the phase-out of the pol-
icy and additional actions are taken to
minimize the transfer of technology to
the PRC during the course of such
launches.

Sixth, the amendment requires the
Secretary of State to provide informa-
tion to U.S. satellite manufacturers
when a license application is denied.
This addresses a legitimate concern ex-
pressed by U.S. industry about the cur-
rent export control process.

I not that each of these recommenda-
tions was included in the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee’s ‘‘Report on Im-
pacts to U.S. National Security of Ad-
vanced Satellite Technology Exports
to the PRC and the PRC’s Efforts Influ-
ence U.S. Policy.” That report was ap-
proved by an overwhelmingly bipar-
tisan vote, so there is nothing partisan
whatsoever in these recommendations.

My amendment also requires the Sec-
retary of Defense to submit an annual
report on the military balance in the
Taiwan Straits, similar to the report
delivered to the Congress earlier this
year. That report, my colleagues may
recall, was both informative and deeply
troubling in its assessment that the
PRC has underway a massive buildup
of missile forces opposite our friend,
Taiwan.

Annual submission of this report will
assist the Congress in working with the
administration in assessing future lists
of defense articles and services re-
quested by Taiwan as part of the an-
nual arms sales talks between the U.S.
and Taiwan.

Eighth, the amendment proposes a
mechanism for determining the extent
to which then-Secretary of Energy
Hazel O’Leary’s ‘“‘Openness Initiative”
resulted in the release of highly-classi-
fied nuclear secrets. We already know,
for example, that some material has
been publicly-released that contained
highly-sensitive ‘‘restricted Data’ or
“Formerly Restricted Data.”

While we are rightly concerned about
what nuclear weapons design or other
sensitive information has been stolen
through espionage, at the same time
we must be vigilant in ensuring that
Mrs. O’Leary’s initiative was not used,
and any future declassification meas-
ures will not be used, to provide nu-
clear know-how to would-be
proliferators in Iran, North Korea, and
elsewhere.

Ninth, the amendment proposes put-
ting the FBI in charge of conducting
security background investigations of
DOE laboratory employees, versus the
Office of Personnel Management as is
currently the case. I applaud the
Armed Services Committee for includ-
ing additional funds in their bill for ad-
dressing the current backlog of secu-
rity investigations.
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Tenth, and lastly, the amendment
proposes increased counterintelligence
training and other measures to ensure
classified information is protected dur-
ing DOE laboratory-to-laboratory ex-
changes, should such exchanges occur
in the future. For example, having
trained counter-intelligence experts go
along on any and all visits of lab em-
ployees to sensitive countries, is a
small but useful step in the direction of
enhanced security.

Mr. President, I readily concede that
this package of amendments will not
solve all security problems at the Na-
tion’s nuclear weapons laboratories.
Nor will it solve the myriad problems
identified to date in the Senate’s on-
going investigation of the damage to
U.S. national security from the export
of satellites to the PRC or from Chi-
nese nuclear espionage.

These are, as I mentioned before,
small but useful steps to address
known deficiencies. Most of these rec-
ommendations stem from the bipar-
tisan report issued by the Intelligence
Committee.

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port this important amendment.

In summary, good work has been
done by the Cox committee in the
House of Representatives. They should
be commended for the work they have
done in this critical area. They should
be commended for the fact that it has
been bipartisan. It would have been
easy for them to veer into areas or pro-
cedures that would have made it very
partisan. They did not do that.

The same thing is true in the Senate.
The Senate has chosen so far not to
have a select committee or a joint
committee. The Senate has continued
to try to do this in the normal way.

We have had hearings by the Intel-
ligence Committee. They have done
very good work. Chairman SHELBY has
been thoughtful and relentless, and he
continues in that way. The Armed
Services Committee, under Senator
WARNER, the Energy Committee, under
Senator MURKOWSKI, Foreign Rela-
tions, Governmental Affairs—all the
committees with jurisdiction in this
area have been having hearings, they
have had witnesses, and they have been
coming up with recommendations.

As a matter of fact, some of the rec-
ommendations that have been devel-
oped are included in this Department
of Defense authorization bill. I under-
stand other proposed changes to deal
with these security lapses and with
counterintelligence will be included in
the intelligence authorization bill that
will come up in early June.

I do not believe we should rush to
judgment. We should make sure we un-
derstand the full ramifications of what
has happened. We should not say it has
been just this administration or that
administration or the other adminis-
tration. This is about the security of
our country. I agree with Congressman
Dicks when he quoted former Senator
Henry Jackson about how, when it
comes to national security, we should
all just pursue it as Americans.
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This amendment I have just sent to
the desk is a further outgrowth of some
of the information we have found
through some of the hearings that have
occurred. There were some provisions
in it that I am sure would have evoked
some criticism, and we have taken
those out, so that we can take our time
and deal more thoughtfully with it
over a period of time.

We are going to have to deal with the
Export Administration and the fact
that law was allowed to lapse back in
1995. But there are some things we can
do now. To reiterate, this is what this
amendment will do:

First, it requires the President to no-
tify the Congress whenever an inves-
tigation is undertaken of an alleged
violation of U.S. export control laws in
connection with the export of a com-
mercial satellite of U.S. origin.

It will also require the President to
notify the Congress whenever an export
license or waiver is granted on behalf
of any U.S. person or firm that is the
subject of a criminal investigation.

Second, the amendment requires the
Secretary of Defense to undertake cer-
tain actions that would significantly
enhance the performance and effective-
ness of the DOD program for moni-
toring so-called satellite launch cam-
paigns in China and elsewhere.

Third, the amendment will enhance
the intelligence community’s role in
the export license review process and
requires a report by the DCI on the ef-
forts of foreign governments to acquire
sensitive U.S. technology and technical
information.

Fourth, the amendment expresses the
sense of Congress that the People’s Re-
public of China should not be permitted
to join the Missile Technology Control
Regime as a member until Beijing has
demonstrated a sustained commitment
to missile nonproliferation and adopted
an effective export control system.

The amendment expresses strong
support for stimulating the expansion
of the commercial space launch indus-
try in America. This amendment
strongly encourages efforts to promote
the domestic commercial space launch
industry. That is why we have seen
more of this activity occur in other
countries, particularly China and even
Russia, because we do not have that
domestic commercial space launch ca-
pability here. We should eliminate
legal or regulatory barriers to long-
term competitiveness.

The amendment also urges a review
of the current policy of permitting the
export of commercial satellites of U.S.
origin to the PRC for launch.

The amendment requires the Sec-
retary of State to provide information
to U.S. satellite manufacturers when a
license application is denied.

The amendment also requires the
Secretary of Defense to submit an an-
nual report on the military balance in
the Taiwan Straits, similar to the re-
port developed earlier this year and
was delivered to the Congress.

The amendment proposes a mecha-
nism for determining the extent to
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which classified nuclear weapons infor-
mation has been released by the De-
partment of Energy. It proposes put-
ting the FBI in charge of conducting
security background investigations of
DOE Laboratory employees versus
OPM. It seems to me that really is be-
yond the capabilities of the Office of
Personnel Management. Surely, the
FBI would be better conducting the se-
curity background investigations. This
does not call for putting the FBI to-
tally in charge of security at our Labs,
for instance. That is something we
need to think about more. I had
thought the FBI should be in charge,
and there are some limitations in that
area. That is an area we should think
about a lot more. We should work
through the committee process. We
should think together in a bipartisan
way about how to do it.

Clearly, the security at our Labora-
tories has to be revised. We have to
have a much better counterintelligence
process, and our committees are work-

ing on that.
Last, the committee proposes in-
creased counterintelligence training

and other measures to ensure classified
information is protected during DOE
Laboratory-to-Laboratory exchanges.

These are pieces that I think Sen-
ators can agree on across the board.
They are targeted at dealing with the
problem, not trying to fix blame, not
claiming that this is going to solve all
the problems. But these are some
things we can do now that will help se-
cure these Laboratories in the future
and get information we need and give
enhanced capabilities to the intel-
ligence communities.

I urge my colleagues to review it. It
has been, of course, considered by the
committees that have jurisdiction. We
have provided copies of it to the minor-
ity, and we invite their participation. I
believe this is something that can be
bipartisan and can be accepted, after
reasonable debate, overwhelmingly. I
certainly hope so. I appreciate the op-
portunity to offer this amendment. I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I com-
mend the distinguished majority leader
for this initiative. We have had in his
office a series of meetings with the
chairmen, as he enumerated, and this
piece of legislation has been very care-
fully crafted drawing from each of the
committees the work they have done
thus far.

The Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee, as the majority leader has said,
has taken an active role in addressing
the issues. I refer colleagues to page 462
of our report, which is on each desk. In
there, we have a subtitle (D) related to
this subject. We are bringing this to-
gether.

I thought it was important—and I
consulted with the majority leader this
morning—to lay this down so all Sen-
ators have the opportunity to view it.
Our distinguished colleague, the rank-
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ing member, has sent it out to the var-
ious Departments and agencies of the
Federal Government for comment. In
the course of the day, as I am sure my
colleague from Michigan will agree, we
will basically try to allow Senators at
any time to address this particular
amendment by Senator LOTT and, in-
deed, the provisions that we have in
our bill.

This is an important subject. It is a
timely subject. All Senators hopefully
will strive to achieve bipartisanship
because we recognize that this problem
goes back several administrations, al-
though I have my own personal views
that this administration must account
for some actions which I find very dis-
turbing—in other words, why correc-
tive measures were not brought about
more expeditiously. But time will tell.

Also, I believe it is important to rec-
ognize that the United States of Amer-
ica in the next millennium will be
faced with an ever-growing and ever-
important nation, China. We as a na-
tion must remain engaged with China,
whether it is on economic, political,
human rights, or security issues. China
and the United States are the two dom-
inant leaders, together with Japan and,
indeed, I think South Korea, in that re-
gion to bring about the security which
is desperately needed.

So let us hope that in due course we
can, on this bill, put together a bipar-
tisan package. We already have one
amendment in there, and it passed our
committee with bipartisan support.

Mr. LEVIN. Would the Senator yield
while the majority leader is on the
floor so I could give a 30-second com-
ment?

Mr. WARNER. Absolutely.

Mr. LEVIN. We welcome the proposal
of the majority leader. We have worked
very closely, on a bipartisan basis, on
the committee on what is in the bill al-
ready and to which the majority leader
has made reference. We will continue
and look forward to working with the
majority leader, on a bipartisan basis,
on his proposal. The committees of ju-
risdiction and I are reviewing that. We
got it last night. We welcome very
much these kinds of suggestions and
will address them in the same Kind of
bipartisan approach that the good Sen-
ator from Virginia, our good chairman,
has just made reference to.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator would yield?

Mr. WARNER. Of course.

Mr. LOTT. I just say, I appreciate
your comments and your attitude. If
we have problems, we can address those
problems in a bipartisan way to deal
with the future. And that is my intent.
I will be glad to work with you. Thank
you for your comments.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the chairman for
yielding.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my distin-
guished colleague.

If I may note, with a sense of humil-
ity, Senator LEVIN and I are now enter-
ing the third day on this bill. To the
best of my recollection—which is 21
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years that we have been working to-
gether on authorizations bills—we may
have set a record thus far. That record
is not necessarily owing to the efforts
of the ranking member and myself but
all Senators in cooperating in moving
this bill along; the record being we
only had one quorum call, this being
the third day.

We started on a Monday, when ordi-
narily things do not move as quickly;
but we had one single quorum call, I
think, for about 3 or 4 minutes on Mon-
day. Yesterday, throughout, we stayed
here until close to 9 o’clock last night
working on amendments. So I thank
the Senator, my colleague, my friend
from Michigan. I thank all Senators.

We just had another Senator come on
the floor in a timely way. He is right
on the split second of when he is due to
bring up his amendment.

So with the cooperation of other Sen-
ators, I am hopeful we can finish this
bill tonight. I have discussed that with
the majority leader, and he is going to
give us total support. We will just drive
this engine, hopefully into the early
hours of the evening, and complete it.

But I do bring to the attention of
Senators that I will place on the ma-
jority leader’s desk here, as I manage
the bill, three pages of amendments.
There they are. We have to work our
way through these today. My col-
league, Mr. LEVIN, and I will be here
throughout the day to assist Senators
in accommodating them with their de-
sire regarding these amendments.

Mr. LEVIN. If the chairman would
just yield for a comment?

Mr. WARNER. Yes.

Mr. LEVIN. I commend him for his
leadership, which made our good
progress possible. When he points out
how few quorum calls we have had on
this bill, the only suggestion I have in
addition to the ones he has made is
that there is a lot of wood around here
to knock on, and we need to knock on
wood that this will continue along the
lines it has with very few quorum calls
and significant progress.

I do see the Senator from Nebraska
on the floor. We look forward to his of-
fering that amendment. Then I believe
at 11:45, under the current unanimous
consent agreement, we are going to re-
turn to the BRAC amendment and then
have a vote on that. That would be the
first vote, as I understand the UC.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President,
Senator is correct.

Mr. LEVIN. That would be at 1:45.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, on the
subject of BRAC, again, the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan, the
distinguished Senator from Arizona,
Mr. McCAIN, the distinguished Senator
from Rhode Island, Mr. REED, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Maine—my
recollection is there was one other Sen-
ator who spoke last night in the debate
on the BRAC process, so we have had a
considerable amount of debate. There
are 2 hours allocated. I am not certain
that all 2 hours will be needed. But I
urge Senators to come over as quickly

the
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as possible when that amendment
comes up on the schedule, and we can
hopefully move through that debate
and on to other matters.

I yield the floor.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the pending amendment be
laid aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRrAPO). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. KERREY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

AMENDMENT NO. 395
(Purpose: To strike section 1041, relating to

a limitation on retirement or dismantle-

ment of strategic nuclear delivery sys-

tems)

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment of the
Senator from Nebraska.

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. KERREY]
proposes an amendment numbered 395.

Mr. KERREY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 357, strike line 13 and all that fol-
lows through page 358, line 4.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, first of
all, let me say that this piece of legis-
lation being considered right now, in
my view, of all the laws we write and
all the laws we consider, is the one
that is most vital. If we do not have a
defense that is able to defend not just
the United States of America but our
interests, all the rest of it is secondary,
in my view.

I am very impressed—I came to this
Senate in 1989, and I came to the Sen-
ate without the experience of having
gone to law school. I was trained in
other matters. The longer I am here,
the more impressed I am both with the
law itself and the power of this law. I
cannot help but, as I begin to describe
my own amendment, take a little bit of
time to describe the connection be-
tween the law and things people see in
their lives that they may not see as
having been caused by the law itself.

We do not have an Army, Air Force,
Navy, Marine Corps without this piece
of legislation, which is, I think—I don’t
know—>500-and-some pages long, with a
report with it as well. This law creates
our military. It authorizes appropria-
tions to be made. It authorizes us to go
out and recruit people to serve in our
Armed Forces.

We are going into the Memorial Day
weekend during which I guess many, if
not most, of us are going to be called
upon to comment upon the meaning of
Memorial Day—what does this day
mean to us in our lives.

For me, it is a time to reflect and say
that these 1,360,000 men and women
who are currently serving our Nation,
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and the half million Reserve and Guard
men and women who are out there as
well, are part of a long tradition of
American men and women who have
given up their freedom, because in the
military they have a different code
than we have in the private sector. The
standards of justice are different. The
expectations are different.

In the military, the command struc-
ture is such that if I have command—
which I did many, many years ago—if I
have command and do well, I get a
medal. But if I do poorly, my fitness re-
port will be so bad I will be looking for
a private sector opportunity. We have a
responsibility we cannot delegate. That
imposes upon an individual who is in
the military real burdens that are dif-
ferent from what we have in the pri-
vate sector—real responsibilities that
are completely different.

A man or woman who serves us
today, who serves the cause of freedom
today in our Armed Forces, does some-
thing that is much different from most
private sector citizens. I begin my com-
ments on this amendment by saluting
them, by thanking them for taking
what, unfortunately, today is almost a
nonmainstream action, and that is
based upon their love of country and
their love of freedom, saying: We’'re
willing to sacrifice our freedom; we’re
willing to give up rights that most pri-
vate sector citizens have.

Furthermore, nobody should doubt
that in normal training operations it is
possible to be injured or to even lose
your life. A lot of these training oper-
ations are dangerous. So they are risk-
ing their lives on a day-to-day basis.
Obviously, they are involved today in
Kosovo; they are involved in the Bal-
kans; they are involved with con-
taining Saddam Hussein; they are in-
volved on the Korean peninsula; they
are forward deployed in areas around
the world where we have interests, not
just interests that are only of the
United States, but interests in values
that we hope will spread worldwide.

All of us had the opportunity—I did;
I took advantage of the opportunity—
to sit and listen to Presidents Kim
Dae-jung of South Korea and Vaclav
Havel of the Czech Republic and Nelson
Mandela of South Africa when each
spoke at a joint session of Congress
across the way in the House of Rep-
resentatives, and looked down to every
representative of the people and said:
Thank you, American people. You put
your lives on the line, and we are free
in South Korea today as a consequence.
You put your lives and resources on the
line, and we are free in the Czech Re-
public because of it. You have put your
lives and resources on the line in South
Africa, and we are free there as well.
Your efforts enabled us to be free,
these three individuals said. Many oth-
ers have said the same thing.

It is not a cliche that freedom is not
free. This piece of legislation, this im-
portant piece of legislation, has us sup-
porting 1,360,000 men and women in the
military, and half a million Reserve
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and Guard people who are actively in-
volved in the cause of defending free-
dom in the United States of America
and throughout the world. This is an
extremely important piece of legisla-
tion. I argue if we don’t get this one
right, all the rest of it is secondary. If
this piece of legislation, if this law is
not written correctly, all the rest of it
doesn’t matter.

I begin my comments this morning
praising Chairman WARNER and the
ranking member, Senator LEVIN, who
have led the Armed Services Com-
mittee to give us this piece of legisla-
tion. They understand this piece of leg-
islation keeps America safe. This is
about security. We can’t cut corners.
We can’t scrimp. We can’t say we will
just go partially there. We have to an-
swer the question: What do we need to
do to keep the people of the United
States safe? How do we keep them se-
cure and try to write laws that accom-
plish that objective?

With great respect to the committee,
there is one provision in subtitle D
called ‘“‘Other Matters” on page 357
that I am proposing to strike. That
language provides a 1-year extension of
a requirement that I think causes the
United States of America to be less
safe than it would without this provi-
sion. Let me get to it specifically.

What this provision does is say that
the United States of America must
maintain a nuclear deterrent that is at
the START I levels, that we have to
have warheads deployed, land, sea, air,
that are at START I levels; that the
President of the United States cannot
go below those START I levels. In the
cold war, perhaps even a few years
after the cold war was ended, when we
were trying to err on the side of safety,
this made sense because the No. 1
threat then was a bolt out of the blue,
an attack by the Soviet Union that
might occur when we least expected it.
We had to maintain an active deter-
rence and prevent that. The capacity
to survive that bolt-out-of-the-blue at-
tack and counterattack was an essen-
tial part of our strategy.

Today, the No. 1 threat is not a bolt-
out-of-the-blue attack. The No. 1
threat today is an accidental launch, a
rogue nation launch, or a sabotage
launch of a nuclear weapon. One of the
things that causes me a great deal of
concern in this new era of ours is that
I think we in Congress and the Amer-
ican people as well have forgotten the
danger of these nuclear weapons. We
have been talking about new threats to
America. We have a threat in the form
of chemical weapons, a threat in the
form of biological weapons, a threat in
the form of cyber warfare, lots of oth-
ers things like that, terrorism, that
cause people to be very much con-
cerned.

My belief is that the only threat out
there that can Kkill every single Amer-
ican, and thus the threat that ought to
be top on our list of concerns is nuclear
weapons. The nation that possesses the



May 26, 1999

greatest threat of all in terms of an ac-
cidental launch, a rogue nation launch,
or a sabotage launch is Russia.

I appreciate the fine work that Con-
gressman CoxX and Congressman DICKS
did. They presented a report yesterday.
I think they have laid out a roadmap
that will enable us to change our laws
and increase security at the Labs, in-
crease the security of the satellite
launches and increase the security, in
general, with the transfer of tech-
nology through export licenses. I think
they gave us a good roadmap, but one
of the concerns I have with the re-
port—I think it is unintentional—
strike ‘I think.” It is unintentional—it
has left the impression that China is a
bigger threat to the United States in
terms of nuclear weapons than Russia
is. Nothing can be further from the
truth.

In China, they prevent the possibility
of an accidental launch by saying we
are not going to put our warheads on
the missile. According to published re-
ports, it would take at least 24 hours
and probably a minimum of 48 hours,
from the moment an order was given to
launch, to put the warheads on the
missiles. In China they have no more,
according to published reports, than 13
weapons headed in our direction. They
are categorized as city busters. They
are not as accurate as the Russians are.
They are not as deadly as the Russians
are. They are not as likely, as a con-
sequence of organized systems, to be
launched in an accidental fashion.
Even though they can reach us, even
though China is a serious threat as a
consequence of their behavior in the
proliferation area—and we should not
have trimmed in areas of export li-
censes or satellite launches on Long
March or the operations of our Labora-
tories or other areas that would put
America at risk—the threat assess-
ment today says that the No. 1 threat
to us is the threat that is posed by Rus-
sia as a consequence of their having
strategic weapons that could reach the
United States in a matter of hours and
could reach the United States in a dev-
astating fashion not through inten-
tional launch but accidental launch,
rogue nation launch or sabotage
launch.

I think that part of the problem in
all of this is, again, that we have been
lulled into a false sense of security
that, well, maybe these nuclear weap-
ons aren’t that big of a problem. Let
me say that in the former Soviet
Union, that may have been the case,
because their economy was much
stronger than it is today. They had a
much greater capacity to control those
weapons systems that they have.

One of the reasons, the biggest rea-
son that I want to change this is that
I believe we are forcing Russia today to
maintain a level of nuclear weapons be-
yond what their financial system will
allow them to maintain. They are cur-
rently required at START I levels to
have 6,000 strategic warheads. Again,
according to published accounts from
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their own military people, they would
prefer to be at a level of 1,000 or lower,
because they simply don’t have the re-
sources. I can go into some rather star-
tling problems that are created as a
consequence of that inability, but they
simply don’t have the ability, the re-
sources to allocate to maintain those
6,000 warheads as we do. Ours are safe.
Ours are secure. We have redundant
switching systems and all Kkinds of
other protections to make certain that
we don’t have an accidental launch, to
make certain that there is no rogue
transfer, to make certain that there is
no terrorism that could take over one
of these sites and be used either
against the United States itself or
against some other country.

One of the baseline problems that we
have as Americans is that we are the
most open society on earth. We are the
most successful society measured by
our economy, measured by our mili-
tary, measured by even our democracy,
which can be a bit frustrating from
time to time. We take sides on issues
worldwide, which I think we have to do
if we want to continue to fight for the
freedom of people throughout this
world. But as a consequence of all
those things, there are lots of people on
this Earth who hate Americans, who
have in their hearts a desire to do sig-
nificant damage to us. It is a problem
created from our own success. So as we
try to decide how we are going to keep
our country safe, one of the things that
I believe we need to think about when
it comes to Russia is, is it possible for
somebody who hates America, who is
willing to do damage to America and
willing to die in the act of doing it—
what kind of risk is there as a con-
sequence of a policy under law that re-
quires Russia to maintain a nuclear
force that is higher than either they
can afford or they want to maintain?

Well, I will describe a couple of sce-
narios in length here, but many years
ago, sort of a Stone Age time for me, I
was trained in the U.S. Navy SEAL
team. I do not argue that I was an ex-
emplary special operations person. I
had a relatively short experience in the
war before I was injured, so I didn’t
have enough time on task to become
really good at it. But you always have
these sort of imaginary fantasies that
you are still 25 years of age, and there
are times when you sort of think that
way.

I believe it is possible for somebody
who is well trained and well organized
to raid a silo site of a Russian missile
in the Russian wilderness and take
that site over. You will have a scenario
on the opposite side that says that it
can’t be done. I believe it can be done.

One of the things that you have to do
when you are planning, writing a law
to defend the people of the United
States of America, is you have to think
about that small possibility and you
have to plan for it. We didn’t expect
that the Russians were high prob-
ability going to come through the
Fulda Gap during the 40-plus years of
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the cold war, but we defended against
it, and it was an expensive defense be-
cause it was possible that it could hap-
pen.

Mr. President, I believe it is possible
for a small band of discontents or ter-
rorists to raid a silo site of a Russian
missile in the Russian wilderness. I be-
lieve that there are soldiers today in
Russia who are poorly trained, who are
sparsely equipped, and who are irate at
not having been paid in well over a
year in some cases. I think they are
vulnerable and easily overtaken, and as
a consequence, willing to cooperate in
things that would put the TUnited
States of America at risk.

What you have to do is sort of then
say to yourself: What would happen?
Imagine what would happen if that
were to occur.

Well, I again have to underscore with
a story why I think we are lulled to
sleep by nuclear weapons. In the Sen-
ate Select Committee on Intelligence,
on which I have the honor of serving as
a result of Senator DASCHLE appointing
me to that and serving on behalf of the
Senate, I once asked some analysts of
the CIA to tell me what the impact
would be of a single missile being
launched and hitting a U.S. city. The
answer was we are really not sure. We
haven’t thought it through lately. We
don’t put it up on our radar screen as
being the sort of thing to worry about.

I find that not only alarming but il-
lustrative of the general problem. We
are not thinking about this threat.

We are not imagining what could
happen in a worse case scenario and, as
a consequence, we are sort of allowing
ourselves to be dragged along with yes-
terday’s policy, not thinking about
how we can do this differently to sub-
stantially reduce the threat to the peo-
ple of the United States of America,
and I believe, by the way, in the proc-
ess, freeing up resources that could be
used on the conventional side where
there is much more likely scenarios
where American men and women are
going to be called on to defend the
cause of freedom and fight for the
cause of freedom.

A single Russian rocket could be
launched over the top of the world
from the north, and it would go across
the Arctic pole, and in less than an
hour it could be in over Chicago. On a
bad day, it might come within 100
yards of its target. On a good day, it
would probably come within 10 to 15
yards of its target. I am talking about
something about which, again, people
will say this is alarmist.

It is not an alarmist scenario. This is
what nuclear weapons do. We have sort
of forgotten that, in my view. Back in
the 80s, during the cold war, all of us
understood the danger of nuclear weap-
ons, but today I don’t think we do. I
think we have forgotten what kind of
damage they can do.

A single nuclear weapon would vapor-
ize everything. The surrounding air is
instantaneously heated to a tempera-
ture of 10 million degrees Celsius. It
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looks brighter than the sun and shoots
outward at a few hundred kilometers
per second. It would be sufficient to set
fire to anything in Chicago that is
combustible at a distance of 14 kilo-
meters. Anybody within 80 kilometers
would be blinded as a consequence of
the blast.

After the fireball, the blast effect

force follows, traveling out from
ground zero. Those within 3 Kkilo-
meters, who had not already been

killed, will die from the percussive
force. At 8 kilometers, 50 percent of the
people will be killed, and every build-
ing within 2 kilometers will be com-
pletely destroyed. Major destruction of
homes, factories, and office buildings
would extend out to 14 kilometers.

In the farthest reaches of the imme-
diate blast zone—encompassing every-
thing in Chicago—structures would be
severely damaged, and 15 percent of the
people in Chicago would be dead, 50
percent would be injured, and most sur-
vivors would suffer second- and third-
degree burns.

This is the damage that would be
done from a single Russian nuclear
weapon exploded above an American
city. This is just one city.

Again, I point this out not to be
alarmist but to say that this is a real
threat. This is not an imaginary
threat. This weapons system exists.
There are 6,000 of these in Russia today
that were needed in the cold war; they
were needed in a deterrent strategy
that the Russians had developed. We
have drawn down, and they have drawn
down to the 6,000 level—a bit higher
than that still today. They are drawing
down to that 6,000 level.

But, again, if you ask either our in-
telligence or the Russians directly,
they will tell you they don’t have the
resources to maintain even 1,000. They
don’t have the resources to maintain
1,000, let alone 6,000-plus, and in the
kind of secure environment the people
of the United States of America will
need in order for themselves to be safe
and secure as a consequence.

I tell the story out of what I think is
a loss of focus on the danger of nuclear
weapons. I am very concerned that the
American people have been lulled into
a false sense of security as a con-
sequence of our elected leaders repeat-
edly telling them the threat no longer
exists. In the Presidential campaign of
1996, the President correctly kept say-
ing that for the first time in the his-
tory of the Nation we are not targeting
the Russians and they are not tar-
geting us.

Well, you can retarget in a couple of
minutes, max. This retargeting task is
a fairly simple task. Critics of the
President pointed that out, and I think
correctly. It caused people to be sort of
lulled into a sense that, gee, this
wasn’t a problem. If we are not tar-
geting them and they are not targeting
us, this is great news, so we don’t have
to worry about this threat any longer;
thus, we can sort of stop worrying
about nuclear weapons. We can worry
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about other threats that we have to the
United States.

Again, I am calling my colleagues’
attention to this problem not because I
believe there is going to be a deliberate
nuclear attack from Russia, because I
don’t think that is likely, or even plau-
sible. Indeed, Russia has made extraor-
dinary progress in their effort to trans-
form their economy and political sys-
tem. Though they have a long way to
go to complete the transition, they
need to be applauded for it. But this
transition is going to take decades—
back, forward, stop, go. It is going to
take a fair amount of time to transi-
tion from an old command economy to
a market economy. In the meantime,
they are finding it increasingly dif-
ficult to maintain the military infra-
structure they inherited from the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union, including,
dare I say, their stockpile of thousands
of nuclear weapons—estimated to be
close to 7,000 on the strategic side and
a comparable amount on the tactical
side. There are 14 storage facilities, ac-
cording to published reports, where
they store fissile material. We don’t
know what is going on inside those
buildings. It is a serious problem that
our former colleague, Sam Nunn, has
said is a threat not coming from Rus-
sia’s might but from its military weak-
ness.

If a single one doesn’t bother you,
there was an incident that occurred re-
cently on September 11, 1998. I appre-
ciate that some will say that KERREY is
dreaming, this isn’t a real danger. I
don’t think there is a greater danger
than an accidental launch of a nuclear
weapon at the United States of Amer-
ica. I think it is the most dangerous
problem we face, and it is a scenario
that could happen. If it happens, I be-
lieve we are going to regret not having
developed a different strategy than the
old arms control strategy that we have
had in the past. I am not going to de-
scribe an alternative strategy. I think
one is needed, and I think one is more
likely to occur if we strike this lan-
guage from the defense authorization
bill and allow the President to go
below 6,000, similar to what President
Bush did in the early 1990s, getting a
reciprocal response from Russia as a
consequence.

Let me describe a real time scenario,
a situation that happened on the 11th
of September—does the Senator want
to say something?

Mr. WARNER. I didn’t mean to inter-
rupt the Senator, but I am hopeful that
we can listen to the important debate.
I would like to have the opportunity to
respond to the Senator so that Sen-
ators following this debate can have
framed in their minds where we have a
difference of views, and I would like to
complete this by 11:45 so we can keep
on our schedule. I hope our colleague
will try to accommodate as best he
can.

This is a very important subject. I
share some of the views that he has
made. I think what he said is a very
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important reminder to Senators on
this subject. It has somewhat drifted
from the minds of the Senators given
that, regrettably, this stalemate thus
far in Russia could move to ratifica-
tion. Let us proceed, hopefully, in a
timely way.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, let me
describe an event that occurred on Sep-
tember 11, 1998. Maybe colleagues
didn’t notice it; it was written up with
a fairly small amount of attention.
There was an 18-year-old Russian sailor
who seized control of a Russian nuclear
submarine near Murmansk. He Kkilled
seven fellow crewmembers and held
control of the submarine for 20 hours.
Russian authorities say that there
were no nuclear weapons aboard the
submarine. But it would not be dif-
ficult to imagine a scenario in which a
similarly distraught member of the
Russian navy might choose to express
his frustration by seizing control of a
submarine loaded with long-range, nu-
clear-tipped missiles. It is widely rec-
ognized that command and control of
weapons on Russian submarines is
much more problematic than even with
their ground-based forces.

There was a recent article in the New
England Journal of Medicine, which
conducted an analysis of the effects of
an unauthorized launch against the
United States from a—and I emphasize
just one—Russian Delta IV submarine.
This submarine is capable of carrying
16 SS-N-23 missiles. Each of these mis-
siles is equipped with four 100-kiloton
warheads. The study examined the con-
sequences of 48 warheads being deto-
nated over eight major U.S. cities. It is
likely that this scenario may not be
right. It is likely that they would say
we have 64 warheads and will put one
in each State in the United States of
America—that leaves me 14 more—and
they will put a couple in New York, a
couple in Florida, a couple in other
States. Imagine 64,000 kiloton weapons
being detonated within a couple of
hours in the United States. That is a
scenario that could be very real.

Is such a scenario likely to happen?
It is less likely to happen than the sun
coming up tomorrow, but it could hap-
pen. It is a scenario that we need to
think about as we think about the dan-
ger of these nuclear weapons. And be-
cause we don’t think about them, it is
not likely that we will consider an
amendment like this terribly impor-
tant. We will sort of drift along, as I
think we are doing now, saying we are
going to wait for the Duma to ratify
START II. They are threatening not to
ratify for every possible reason. I don’t
know what the next anger point is
going to be. I personally don’t believe
that the ratification of START II by
the Duma is necessarily terribly impor-
tant.

That we need to look for an alter-
native way to reduce these threats, to
me, is painfully obvious if you examine
the danger that this threat poses to us.

When you think about the danger of
an accidental or a rogue nation or a
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sabotage launch, I think you come im-
mediately to the conclusion that, my
gosh, we have far more than we need to
keep America safe, and the Russians
clearly have far more than they need
not only to keep their country safe but
to reduce this risk of accidental
launch. They do not control their
weapons in the same way that we do.
They don’t have the capacity to con-
trol them in the same way that we do,
as well.

Imagine, I ask my colleagues; put it
on your radar screen. You have a Delta
IV submarine with 64 100-kiloton weap-
ons that could be in the United States
in 2 hours. They are not like the Chi-
nese nuclear weapons. The Chinese nu-
clear weapons take several days to get
together. Again, part of the published
reports is that they have 13 or so aimed
at the United States—aimed at our cit-
ies. They are nowhere near as accurate
as the Russians, or as deadly as the
Russians, and nowhere near as likely
to be launched either through an acci-
dental launch or through an organized
effort to come through sabotage and
take over a single facility, or to take
over one of these submarines that are
much more at risk as a consequence of
their lax security.

If you do not think the scenario is
possible, I would like to quote the
words of former a Russian Navy cap-
tain following this particular incident
with the Russian sailor that I described
earlier on the 11th of September 1998.
He said, ‘It is really scary that one day
the use of nuclear arms may depend on
the sentiments of someone who is feel-
ing blue, who has gotten out of bed on
the wrong side and who does not feel
like living.”” The probability of this
today is higher than ever before.

The news has been filled recently
with stories regarding nuclear weap-
ons. Unfortunately, the stories have
been causing us to be concerned about
our security relative to the Nation of
China. The findings that China, over
the past 20 years, has methodically sto-
len U.S. nuclear secrets from our Na-
tional Laboratories are very dis-
turbing, to put it mildly. We were very
lax in our security in our Laboratories.
We are very lax in our security with
our export control licenses. We are
very lax in our security in monitoring
satellites that are being launched on
the Long March system of the Chinese,
and as a consequence, the TUnited
States of America suffers. There is no
question that is true. But U.S. security
has suffered against a nation with con-
siderably less capability than Russia
and considerably less risk of an acci-
dental launch as a result of the way
the two nations organize their weapon
systems.

In the uproar surrounding this story,
I fear that we may be losing touch with
reality concerning the size of the
threat we face in China relative to the
far greater Russian nuclear threat.
Press accounts indicate that China
may have no more than 20 land-based
nuclear missiles capable of reaching
the United States.
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Also, again, according to the media,
as I said, Chinese nuclear weapons
aren’t kept on continual alert. Their
nuclear warheads and liquid fuel tanks
are stored separate from their missiles.
Again, it would take them a consider-
able amount of time to fuel, to arm,
and to launch these weapons. That just
one of these weapons would cause im-
mense pain and devastation to the
United States of America ought to be
obvious. But, again, it is a much small-
er threat than the threat of an acci-
dental rogue nation, or a sabotage
takeover of a Russian site that could
be launched with a devastating impact
against the United States of America
and would put our people at consider-
able risk.

As of January 1999, my colleagues,
with reference to this issue—I remem-
ber campaigning for the Senate in 1988.
In 1988, you had to know all of this
stuff. You had to know all of these in
numbers, because arms control advo-
cates were asking you, and opponents
of arms control were asking. The freeze
was going on. The MX missile was
being debated. It was a hot issue in
1988.

In 1999, it is not a hot issue. It is not
on the radar screen. You have to hunt
around to find someone who cares
about it and asks you about it and ex-
press a concern about what I, again,
consider to be the most dangerous
threat to the people of the United
States of America.

I repeat that this is the only threat
that could kill every single American.
Just a single Delta IV submarine that
I talked about earlier—you put 64 100-
kiloton weapons on top of 64 sites in
the United States of America, and you
are no longer the strongest economy on
Earth.

We would have considerably more, to
put it mildly, than 4.2 percent unem-
ployment. We would not be screaming
along with an economic recovery. The
stock market would react, I would haz-
ard a guess, rather adversely to that
piece of news. There would be devasta-
tion and destruction and considerable
loss of life, and the United States of
America would be set back a consider-
able amount of time. We would not be
as safe and as secure as we once were,
and the world, as consequence, would
suffer the loss of our leadership.

A single Delta IV submarine owned
by the Russians in a very insecure en-
vironment, in my judgment, would set
the U.S. back considerably.

I keep citing it only because I believe
that we have taken nuclear weapons,
unfortunately, off our radar screen,
and we don’t think about this much. I
say to the distinguished chairman and
to the ranking member, Senator LEVIN,
and Senator SMITH, who is the chair-
man of the Strategic Subcommittee,
that I know each of you are very con-
cerned about this. I am talking about
the general population. I would hazard
a guess that if one of these news media
outlets that does polls all the time did
a poll and asked the question about
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whether the Chinese nuclear threat is a
greater threat to the United States of
America than the Russian nuclear
threat, it is likely to be that a large
number of the people would say yes,
given what they have heard recently in
the news.

China may evolve into a serious mili-
tary threat to the United States in the
future. They are unquestionably a
proliferator of weapons, and all of us
should be dismayed and angry at the
lax security that we have discovered
through the Cox report and other re-
ports over the last 20 years, and should
move with legislation and action to
tighten up and make sure that we re-
duce that threat. But the Chinese
threat is nowhere near the danger that
the Russian nuclear threat poses to the
people of the United States of America.

What I am attempting to do with this
amendment by striking the floor that
we have imposed for 3 years in a row in
the defense authorization bill—this
provision that prohibits the TUnited
States from going below START I force
levels until START II enters into
force—is that I am suggesting that this
floor increases the threat to the United
States of America because we are wait-
ing for the Russian Duma to ratify
START II. We are still, in my view, in
the old way of thinking about how to
deal with nuclear weapons and how to
reduce the threat of nuclear weapons
and Kkeep the people of the United
States of America safe.

Let me provide a little bit of history
of arms control.

Again, the chairman of the com-
mittee asked for some time to respond.
Earlier, I was asked if I was going to
wrap this thing up at 11:45. I say to my
friend from Virginia that I had much
more to say on this matter, and it may
be that I am not able to agree to a time
agreement and have the vote at 11:45. 1
would like to be able to do that. Maybe
what I should try to do is abbreviate
my comments and give the chairman a
chance to respond briefly, if he chooses
to do so.

I see the chairman of the sub-
committee is here. He may have some
opposing points of view that he would
like to offer. I want to give him a
chance to do that. I think it is highly
unlikely that I will be able to agree to
a vote immediately after the BRAC
vote at 11:45.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we are
under a time agreement, are we not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no time agreement.

Mr. WARNER. That is correct. We
want to give the Senator as much lati-
tude as we can. We will find such time
as I believe the Senator desires. I am
just anxious to frame this issue, be-
cause the Senator has given a brilliant
speech, as he always does. I do not say
that facetiously. I enjoy listening to
my good friend and colleague and fel-
low naval person. But I was listening,
and he is making a good speech for bal-
listic missile defense, which is splen-
did. I hope that we are going to draw
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on this RECORD for future debates on
ballistic missile defense systems. I
take note of Senator COCHRAN’s bill
now that has become law.

But the point I wish to make is that
this provision, which the Senator wish-
es to strike, has been in five successive
defensive bills. It is in there in accord-
ance with the administration’s wishes
to try to show to Russia that we mean
business about getting START II rati-
fied. Were we to strike it, it is this
Senator’s opinion—I think it is shared
by the Secretary of Defense, and oth-
ers—it would weaken the efforts to get
START II ratified.

We have here the distinguished chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Strategic
Forces. All T would ask is, if we could
just have a few minutes to frame the
debate into a focus of Senators fol-
lowing it, I think they can come to
some sort of closure in their own minds
on this issue.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate that. Why don’t I take another 5
or 10 minutes here.

Mr. WARNER. We interrupted the
Senator. Would he yield for an addi-
tional question on procedure?

Mr. KERREY. Yes.

Mr. LEVIN. I believe this debate will
take longer than 35 minutes, and there
is no time agreement on this debate.
There are others who want to speak on
both sides.

I address this to the chairman, be-
cause this seems to me likely to take
more than 35 additional minutes. Since
the debate is scheduled to restart on
BRAC at 11:45, I wonder whether the
chairman might want to delay that for
perhaps 15 minutes or half an hour.

Mr. WARNER. Fifteen minutes. We
had such great cooperation from all.
We have a string of Senators ready to
be here at 11:45. Let’s say we will con-
clude at 12 noon; is that agreeable?

Mr. LEVIN. I am not suggesting we
have a time limit of 12 noon. I am sug-
gesting if we delay the beginning of the
BRAC debate until noon, there is at
least a chance that this debate could
conclude by then. If it does, we could
vote on this amendment immediately
after BRAC.

I don’t think the Senator from Ne-
braska is willing or should be willing
to agree to a time agreement yet be-
cause he has not heard the debate on
the other side.

I suggest the debate on BRAC begin
at noon—we change the unanimous
consent—instead of 11:45, and hope that
at least there is a chance that this de-
bate could in 35 minutes be completed
but not ‘“‘bake’ that into the unani-
mous consent.

Mr. WARNER. I want to accommo-
date our distinguished colleague. If we
don’t proceed, I say to my copartner, in
getting time agreements, we are likely
to get this whole bill slowed down.

I wonder if we could just enter into a
time agreement to debate on this
amendment, that it would conclude at
12 noon.

Mr. KERREY. I would very much like
to accommodate and do that, but my
problem is——
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Mr. WARNER. Let me help. The dis-
tinguished chairman of the sub-
committee says 10 minutes; I may take
2 minutes. That is 12 minutes. The Sen-
ator would have a full half hour left.

Mr. LEVIN. Before the Senator from
Nebraska answers, if he yields, I will
speak for perhaps 5 or 10 minutes on
the subject. I know the Democratic
leader wants to speak on this amend-
ment, I believe, if possible, around
11:30. There may be others, too. We
ought to find out if there are others be-
fore any such agreement is propounded.

Mr. KERREY. Again, I appreciate
very much what the chairman is trying
to do. I certainly have no intent to sit
out here forever talking. Eventually I
will agree to a time agreement. I am
not willing to do that at the moment.
I am beginning to lay out a case that
has not been laid out before.

Mr. WARNER. We will continue with
the debate and hope we can begin to
bring this thing to some proportion of
closure. We will take a relatively short
time on our side, because it is a bill
provision; the Senator is on a motion
to strike. It is very clear what we are
trying to do on this side, to help this
administration get ratification, help
America get ratification of START II.

That is the sole purpose for this pro-
vision. It has been in there 5 years for
that purpose.

I yield the floor.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, again I
am not trying to make an argument
here for or against strategic defense. I
will work with Senator COCHRAN to try
to fashion some assistance to bring ad-
ditional Democrats. I supported what
Senator COCHRAN was trying to do.

The problem is, missile defense is not
prepared today. The problem is, we
don’t have missile defense today. We
are not sure when we will have it. I
don’t want to get into necessarily ar-
guing that. I am saying that within a
matter of hours it is possible for the
United States of America to suffer an
attack the likes of which I think very
few people are imagining.

It is a real threat. It is not an imagi-
nary threat. It is a real threat, and it
is a threat that is getting larger, not a
threat that is getting smaller. It is not
the old threat. The old threat—and I
appreciate what I think the adminis-
tration’s stated policy says. They pre-
fer repealing the bill’s general provi-
sions that maintain this prohibition
first enacted in 1998, but maybe the ad-
ministration supports this amendment
and maybe they don’t support the
amendment.

I believe this floor makes it less like-
ly that we will consider an alternative
to arms control as a method to reduce
this threat. I am willing to look at al-
ternatives such as star wars for which
I voted. The strategic defense system is
not in place today. I don’t know when
it will be in place.

In the meantime, the capacity to
control Russia’s nuclear system is de-
clining and putting more and more
Americans at risk as a consequence.
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This is the third year, as I under-
stand it, that this provision has been
here.

Let me talk about strategic arms re-
duction. It has been the leading edge of
our effort to try to reduce the threat.
Back in the cold war, it was considered
to be the only way that we will do it.
I am not going to go through all the
details of the history, but the Strategic
Arms Reduction Treaty was signed be-
tween the United States and the Soviet
Union, START I, in 1991 and entered
into force in 1994. It commits both
sides to reducing their overall force
level to 6,000 deployable warheads by
December of 2001. Both sides are well
on the way to meeting this deadline.
The START II treaty signed in January
1993 and requires both the United
States and Russia to deploy no more
than 3,500 warheads by no later than
December of 2007. The Senate ratified
START II in 1996, but the Russian
Duma has yet to take up the treaty.

Section 1041 of this authorization bill
extends for another year the limitation
on retirement or dismantlement of
strategic nuclear weapon systems until
the START II treaty enters into effect.
Let me put this another way: The bill
we are debating allows a foreign legis-
lative body the final say on U.S. nu-
clear force levels. I do not believe this
is how we should set our defense poli-
cies. Our military decisions should be
based solely on what we need to pro-
tect and maintain our national secu-
rity interests.

While I understand this provision was
originally intended to encourage Rus-
sian ratification of START II, I think
it is time to begin to rethink our strat-
egy. For the foreseeable future, START
IT is dead. We can all make the case
that the Duma should have acted, that
ratification was more in their interests
than in ours, or that the reason it
failed was domestic Russian politics.
All that is true. But we now need to
begin to ask ourselves if the current
policy of waiting for Russian action on
START II is the best way to confront
the dangers presented by the Russian
nuclear arsenal.

I believe the answer is emphatically
no. The provision in this bill I am try-
ing to strike is forcing the United
States to maintain an unnecessarily
large nuclear arsenal. By keeping more
weapons than we need to defend our-
selves, we are encouraging the Rus-
sians to keep more weapons than they
can control. That is the heart of the ar-
gument that I am making.

We are keeping more in our arsenal
than we need, and as a consequence,
forcing the Russians to keep more in
their arsenal than they can control, in-
creasing the risk of an accidental
launch, a rogue nation launch, or a
launch that comes as a consequence of
an act of sabotage.

The determinant of adequate U.S.
force levels should be left up to the
men and women who are in charge of
protecting the United States. While
Pentagon officials have said they have
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no plans to go below START I levels
during fiscal year 2000, they have clear-
ly stated their preference for lifting
these artificial restrictions. In the re-
cent testimony before the Senate
Armed Services Committee, the cur-
rent commander in chief of the Stra-
tegic Command, Adm. Richard Mies,
said:

We believe that we ought to report to you
on an annual basis on exactly what we plan
to do, but we would prefer not to have the
specific mandating of the force levels by de-
livery systems.

Our Armed Forces are more than ca-
pable of protecting U.S. national secu-
rity with significantly fewer strategic
nuclear weapons. In fact, Gen. Eugene
Habiger, former commander of
STRATCOM, said: ‘“There is no reason
to stay at the START I level from a
military perspective.” Our nuclear pol-
icy has become completely detached
from the military requirements of de-
fending America, and is now being used
simply as a bargaining chip with Rus-
sian politicians.

Ironically, this is occurring at a time
in which the Russian military is hav-
ing problems maintaining its current
force levels. The Russians foresee a
time, in the near future, when drastic
cuts will have to be made. In fact, Rus-
sian Defense Minister Igor Sergeyev
has said publicly he sees the future
Russian strategic nuclear arsenal in
terms of hundreds, not thousands, of
warheads. There are even some U.S. an-
alysts who have calculated within 10 to
15 years Russia will be able to main-
tain a force no longer than 200 war-
heads.

I believe it is clearly in the Russian
interest to work with the United
States to achieve reciprocal reductions
in forces, and I am disappointed the
Russian Duma has chosen domestic
politics over its best interests. How-
ever, it is just as clear that it remains
in our interests to work with Russia to
find new ways to reduce the number of
nuclear weapons in a parallel, recip-
rocal, and verifiable manner.

We have a historical precedent to
show that an adjustment in our nuclear
forces, based solely on an evaluation of
our defense needs, can help achieve the
goal of reducing nuclear dangers. There
is a precedent for this. On September
27, 1991, then President George Bush
announced a series of sweeping changes
to our nuclear force posture. After as-
sessing our national security needs,
Bush ordered all strategic bombers to
stand down from their alert status, he
de-altered all ICBMs scheduled for de-
activation under START I, and he can-
celed several strategic weapons devel-
opment programs.

On October 5—just one week later—
President Gorbachev responded with
reciprocal reductions in the Soviet ar-
senal.

President Bush acted, not out of al-
truism, but because it increased U.S.
national security. In his announce-
ment, he said:

If we and the Soviet leaders take the right
steps—some on our own, some on their own,
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some together—we can dramatically shrink
the arsenal of the world’s nuclear weapons.
We can more effectively discourage the
spread of nuclear weapons. We can rely more
on defensive measures in our strategic rela-
tionship. We can enhance stability, and actu-
ally reduce the risk of nuclear war. How is
the time to seize this opportunity.

I believe the same is true today in
1999. The longer we wait to act—the
more years in which we extend this leg-
islative restriction—the more likely it
is one of these weapons will fall into
the hands of a person willing to use it
to kill American citizens.

In addition to endangering the safety
of the American people, our continued
insistence on staying at START I lev-
els is costing the American taxpayer.
They are paying more to be less safe.

Estimates on the annual cost of
maintaining our nuclear arsenal vary
widely. The Pentagon contends the
total cost is in the neighborhood of $15
billion a year. A more inclusive figure
would put the cost in the area of $20 to
$25 billion. This represents a signifi-
cant portion of our yearly national se-
curity spending. For now, it continues
to be necessary to maintain an effec-
tive, reliable nuclear force—a force ca-
pable of deterring a wide array of po-
tential adversaries.

But if, as our military leaders have
indicated, we can maintain that deter-
rent capability at much lower force
levels, I am concerned we are wasting
precious budgetary resources. The Con-
gressional Budget Office recently con-
ducted a study in which it found we
could have between $12.7 billion and
$20.9 billion over the next ten years by
reducing U.S. nuclear delivery systems
within the overall limits of START II.
Both the Pentagon and the Armed
Services Committee have already rec-
ognized that potential savings exist in
this area. The bill before us allows the
Defense Department to decrease the
number of Trident Submarines from 18
to 14—producing a significant cost sav-
ings in our deterrent.

I am sure further savings could be re-
alized with further cuts. I am certain
our military has the ability to deter-
mine the proper formula in which we
can reduce our nuclear arsenal, save
money, and still maintain a healthy
triad of delivery systems that will
maintain our deterrent capabilities. I
am confident much of this planning has
already occurred.

I am also confident the distinguished
members of the Armed Services Com-
mittee would be able to find ways in
which to redirect these savings into
other defense priorities such as pre-
venting the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction, combating terrorism
and narco-trafficking, or improving the
readiness of our conventional forces to
confront the challenges of the 21st cen-
tury.

My amendment does not mandate
any reductions in the U.S. strategic
nuclear arsenal. Rather, it simply
eliminates the provision in this bill re-
quiring us to maintain our forces at
START I levels—a level that is unnec-
essarily high.
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The greatest danger facing the Amer-
ican people today is Russian nuclear
weapons. We have been given a moment
in history to reduce this threat. Rather
than acting on this opportunity, we are
preparing once again to tie our own
hands. The rapid pace of change in Rus-
sia and around the world will not wait
for us in the United States Senate to
debate for another year whether or not
to seize this opportunity. We know
what our relationship with Russia is
today, We can predict, but we cannot
know what it will be like in a year, or
two, or ten. Circumstances may never
again be this favorable for reducing the
threat posed by nuclear weapons. We
must act. If we do not, history may
judge us harshly for our failure.

I see the distinguished Senator from
New Hampshire is here, the chairman
of the subcommittee. I think what I
will do is yield the floor and allow my
friend to speak for a while, and listen
to what is likely to be his considered
and well-spoken words.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I thank my colleague. I indi-
cated I am more than happy to have
the Senator from Nebraska finish his
remarks, but if he chooses to have me
proceed now, I will be happy to do that.

Section 1041 of this bill, which is in
question here in the amendment of
Senator KERREY, does prohibit the re-
tirement of certain strategic delivery
systems unless START II enters into
force. The amendment by the Senator
from Nebraska just strikes that entire
section, section 1041.

For the last several years, the De-
fense Authorization Act has included a
provision limiting the retirement of
strategic delivery systems. Recently, it
has specifically prohibited reductions
below 18 Trident submarines, 500 Min-
uteman III ICBMs, 50 Peacekeeper
ICBMs, and 71 B-52s. This year the pro-
vision has been modified to allow the
Navy to reduce the number of Trident
submarines from 18 to 14. This change
was made after close consultation with
U.S. Strategic Command, the Navy,
and the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense. On April 14, 1999, the Strategic
Subcommittee conducted a hearing on
this matter. We did agree to reduce the
number of Tridents from 18 to 14, with
my support.

The overall intent of the provision is
to send a signal to Russia, that if they
want the benefits of START II, then
they ought to ratify the treaty. I think
this is where I part ways, respectfully,
with my colleague. This really is a uni-
lateral implementation of START II—
or to make even deeper reductions that
would fundamentally undermine the
arms control process and our national
security.

I believe I am correct, the Senator
supported START II. If he is going to
make unilateral reductions as part of
our policy, I do not think it leaves
much incentive for the Russian side to
do what they have to do to get to
START II.
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But section 1041 is a very flexible pro-
vision. Since it must be renewed each
year, there is ample opportunity to
take into consideration proposals by
the administration and to make our
force structure adjustments as nec-
essary.

This was demonstrated this year in
the way the Armed Services Com-
mittee responded to the Navy’s pro-
posal, which was to retire four of the
oldest Trident submarines.

With all due respect, the adoption of
the Senator’s amendment I believe
could be interpreted as a sign that Con-
gress no longer supports the policy of
remaining at START I levels until
START II enters into force. It seems to
me the Senator is advocating that ex-
plicitly, but I could be wrong. I note
that the administration does not sup-
port such a change in policy and, in-
deed, the administration’s budget re-
quest fully funds the forces at the lev-
els specified in the section in question
that the Senator wishes to strike, sec-
tion 1041.

The provision does not preclude the
administration from making any
changes in U.S. force structure that it
is currently planning to make. Section
1041 does not require the administra-
tion to retain any strategic delivery
system that it otherwise would retire.
It is clear that the principal objective
of this amendment is to encourage uni-
lateral arms reductions outside the
framework of existing arms control
agreements.

My concern is this is a very dramatic
departure from existing U.S. policy.
Essentially, this approach would
amount to an abandonment of, or cer-
tainly a significant deviation from, the
formal arms control process.

I may support a change in U.S. policy
that would base our strategic force pos-
ture on a unilateral definition of U.S.
military requirements rather than on
the arms control framework, but I be-
lieve that as long as formal arms con-
trol agreements govern our force pos-
ture, we ought to adhere to a policy of
not wunilaterally implementing such
agreements.

Also, just as a bit of a side discussion
here, the issue of what has happened
now with China may also sound an
alarm bell that these agreements with
the Russians—were the Soviets, now
the Russians—may not be the major
issue before us if things keep going.

One has to remember that an agree-
ment, START I, START II agreements
with the then Soviets, now Russians,
for arms control reductions between
two countries in a bilateral world,
could very well now expand to some-
thing beyond just the bilateral agree-
ments with the Russians to the Chinese
and perhaps to Syria and Libya and
even Iran, or some other nice countries
out there that are now, thanks to the
Chinese, going to be receiving a lot of
our secrets, if you will, nuclear weap-
ons. That furthers the case for not uni-
laterally reducing these systems with-
out the Russians agreeing first.
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I therefore urge my colleagues to op-
pose the Kerrey amendment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I just spoke
with Senator KERREY. I know he will
want to say something in response to
Senator SMITH and what I will have to
say. I will take my 5 minutes right
now, with his indulgence.

I appreciate the spirit of his amend-
ment. In fact, I just advised Senator
KERREY I regretted very much having
to speak in opposition to his amend-
ment because I admire him as vice
chairman of the Intelligence Com-
mittee on which I sit. We agree on a
great many things. In fact, we are in-
troducing legislation as cosponsors
today on another matter.

But on this matter, I do differ with
his approach because it to me reflects
the approach to defense preparedness,
to national security, that has been

characterized, as Charles
Krauthammer has said, as ‘‘peace
through paper’’ rather than peace
through strength, which  Ronald

Reagan made popular and which we
think helped to win the cold war—the
notion, in other words, that treaties
should define what the United States of
America does to provide for its defense
rather than the United States deciding
what it must do to provide for its de-
fense and then seek through treaties to
limit what other countries might do
and what we might do in the future as
a part of that but following what our
initial determination is with respect to
necessities for our national security.

This is true with respect to the
START I and START II levels of nu-
clear weaponry, our strategic deter-
rents. The START I levels are where
we are right now, and historically the
administration and the Congress have
taken the view that we need to main-
tain our START I levels as long as that
is the prevailing status of treaties, and
that is precisely where we are today.

START II has not been ratified by
the Russian Duma, and until it is and
until Russia begins to comply with its
obligations under START II to bring
the number of warheads permitted
under START I down to levels author-
ized by START II, we have viewed it
important not to unilaterally bring our
levels from START I down to START
II, because holding out the possibility
that we would stay at START I has
been an effective way for us to deal
with the Russians.

Robert Bell, speaking for the admin-
istration, has testified that it has been
helpful for us to let the Russians know
that we are going to maintain our
forces at the current levels. While we
are willing to reduce them to START II
levels, it is going to require concomi-
tant action by the Russians for us to do
that. In other words, if the Russians
are prepared to go from START I down
to START II, then the United States
will be prepared to do that. But until
then, we should not be taking the ac-
tion unilaterally.
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As a matter of fact, I was going to
offer an amendment to this bill which
would ensure that our Trident forces
would not be reduced, because that is
also permitted under this bill. The Tri-
dent submarine forces are the most ro-
bust leg of our triad of strategic deter-
rence because they are the most se-
cure. Our submarines are nearly impos-
sible to track, so they are clearly the
most survivable leg of the triad. The
majority of our boats in the fleet can
carry the D-5 missile, the most ad-
vanced missile we have.

What I have focused on here is trying
to make sure that our country main-
tains our START I level capability and
that we do not begin to erode that,
simply because it is expensive to do as
long as Russia is not willing to reach
those same levels.

An example of why this is important
is that if we were to reduce the Trident
force, for example, we would be relying
upon the B-52s—as a matter of fact, our
plan, and I hope our American citizens
appreciate that the current defense
plan is to use an 80-year-old B-52 bomb-
er into the future as part of the triad
for our nuclear deterrence. That is re-
lying upon a very old and not very sur-
vivable system, which is why I think
we have to maintain the Trident sys-
tem.

Our vulnerable land-based ICBMs are
the other leg, and they are also quite
vulnerable to attack. We ought to be
maintaining rather than giving up our
Trident forces.

Were it not for arms control consid-
erations and a desire for the United
States to implement the START II
agreement that has not even been rati-
fied by the Russian Duma, I do not
think we would be taking the step that
is being suggested by the Armed Serv-
ices Committee today and the even
larger or further step that Senator
KERREY takes to have it apply to all of
our strategic forces.

I have been concerned for a long time
about the administration’s desire to
protect our Nation’s security primarily
by relying on arms control measures,
and I said this has been described by
Charles Krauthammer as ‘‘peace
through paper.” Let me use the words
of the administration. Under Secretary
of State John Holum explained the ad-
ministration philosophy in 1994. This is
a revealing explanation. He said:

The Clinton administration’s policy aims
to protect us first and foremost through
arms control—by working hard to prevent
new threats—and second, by legally pursuing
development of theater defenses for those
cases where arms control is not yet success-
ful.

That is exactly backward. First, you
develop your security forces, and then,
to the extent that you can do so, you
cut back on those through arms con-
trol treaties that are agreed to and im-
plemented by the other side. But what
you do not do is start out by saying
arms control is going to drive your de-
velopment and deployment of national
security measures. It is exactly back-
ward.
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Arms control is not a new idea. In
1139, the Catholic church tried to ban
the crossbow. Like a lot of other well-
intentioned arms control measures, it
did not work. The Kellogg-Briand trea-
ty—I know the Senator from Virginia,
the distinguished, esteemed chairman
of the Armed Services Committee, is
not quite old enough to remember
that—in 1929 outlawed war.

Well, it does not work. Peace through
strength works. Then you do what you
can with arms control.

The main point I want to make is
that our defense planning should pro-
ceed on the basis of assessing the
threat, evaluating alternative means
to defeat the threat, and funding the
requisite weapons systems and force
structure. We should not permit arms
control agreements to drive our de-
fense programs and our force structure.
It is particularly true with respect to
the START II treaty which this Senate
ratified in December of 1995. Despite
our action, the Russian Duma has re-
fused to take action on it. The likeli-
hood it will do so is highly uncertain.
START II has become a political liabil-
ity in Russia in spite of its advantages
to them.

As I said before, I would apply this
not only to the amendment offered by
Senator KERREY but also to the lan-
guage in the Senate bill which would
permit the administration to withdraw
our nuclear Trident force down to 14
boats. I quoted Robert Bell who stated
that the provisions in law requiring the
maintenance of the U.S. forces at
START I levels are helpful in con-
vincing the Russians that the only way
that U.S. force levels will decline is if
the Russian Duma ratified START II.
While I understand he is going to be
taking a new position soon, Bell is the
President’s Special Assistant for Arms
Control and Defense Policy.

I was going to offer an amendment to
highlight my concern about a provision
of the Defense authorization bill that I
believe undermines the strength of
America’s strategic nuclear deterrent.
The specific provision that I am con-
cerned about is paragraph (2) of section
1041 of the bill, which would allow the
Clinton administration to reduce the
number of Trident nuclear submarines
operated by the U.S. Navy from 18 to 14
boats. Unfortunately, I fear the accept-
ance of this cut by the Defense Depart-
ment was driven primarily by a desire
to conform to prospective arms control
agreements rather than a hard-nosed
assessment of the best way to respond
to current threats, and the best means
of compelling Russia to meet its com-
mitments to reduce its nuclear arsenal.

The Trident force, armed with nu-
clear-tipped submarine-launched bal-
listic missiles, forms a critical part of
the United States nuclear triad, which
also includes long-range bombers and
land-based intercontinental ballistic
missiles. When deployed at sea, Trident
submarines are nearly impossible to
track, making them most survivable
leg of our nuclear triad. Furthermore,
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the majority of the boats in our Tri-
dent fleet carry America’s most mod-
ern missile, the D-5, and our most ad-
vanced nuclear warhead, the W88.

The bill before the Senate calls for
the maintenance of U.S. nuclear forces
at a level that closely approaches the
limits imposed by the START I treaty.
The bill, however, allows the Adminis-
tration to reduce the number of Tri-
dent submarines and instead to rely
more heavily on the current fleet of
aging B-52 bombers and more vulner-
able land-based ICBMs to maintain
U.S. nuclear forces at START I levels.

I do not believe a reasonable person
could argue that placing greater reli-
ance on the venerable fleet of B-52
bombers, which are approaching one
half century old, instead of maintain-
ing the current force of Trident sub-
marines would enhance the effective-
ness and survivability of the U.S. stra-
tegic nuclear deterrent. Were it not for
arms control considerations and a de-
sire to implement the START-2 agree-
ment that has not even been ratified by
our Russian treaty partners, I do not
believe we would be taking this step.

As many of my colleagues know, I
have been concerned for some time
about the Clinton administration’s de-
sire to protect our nation’s security
primarily by relying on arms control
measures in a philosophy that Charles
Krauthammer aptly describes as
“Peace thru Paper.” Under Secretary
of State John Holum explained this
philosophy during a speech in 1994,
stating,

The Clinton Administration’s policy aims
to protect us first and foremost through
arms control—by working hard to prevent
new threats—and second, by legally pursuing
the development of theater defenses for
those cases where arms control is not yet
successful.

Of course, as I said before, arms con-
trol is not a new idea. After all, in the
year 1139, the Catholic Church tried to
ban the crossbow. Like so many other
well intentioned arms control meas-
ures, this one was doomed to failure
from the start. And who can forget the
Kellogg-Briand treaty, ratified by the
U.S. in 1929, that outlawed war as an
instrument of national policy. This
agreement and others spawned in its
wake left the United States and Brit-
ain unable to deter and unprepared to
fight World War II. Yet despite these
and many other notable failures, the
Clinton administration still looks to
arms control as the best way to safe-
guard our security.

The main point that I want to make
is that our defense planning should
proceed on the basis of assessing the
threat, evaluating alternative means
to deter and defeat the threat, and
funding the requisite weapons systems
and force structures. We should not
permit arms control agreements to
drive our defense programs and force
structure. This is particularly true
with respect to the START II treaty,
which the Senate ratified in December,
1995. Despite the Senate’s action, the
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Russian Duma has refused to take ac-
tion on the accord. The likelihood that
it will do so is highly uncertain.
START II has become a political liabil-
ity in Russia in spite of its advantages
to them.

Adherence to START I warhead lim-
its, as called for by the Senate in its
Resolution of Ratification for the
START II treaty, and retention of the
Trident fleet at 18 boats, gives us the
best leverage we are likely to have to
persuade Russia to move toward ratifi-
cation and implementation. And the
Clinton administration agrees with
this point. During a briefing for Senate
staff in January, the President’s Spe-
cial Assistant for Arms Control and
Defense Policy, Robert Bell stated that
the provisions in law requiring the
maintenance of U.S. forces at START 1
levels are helpful in convincing the
Russians that the only way U.S. force
levels will decline is if the Duma rati-
fies START II.

The U.S. repeatedly purchased
START II ratification with aid or with
concessions permitting Russia non-
compliance with other arms control
agreements or with unilateral limits
on our own defense programs. In fact,
Russia seems to be moving even fur-
ther from the arms control framework
so dear to this administration. Russian
leaders have recently spoken of recon-
stituting Russia’s tactical nuclear
forces, potentially reversing moves
that the U.S. and Russia undertook
during the Bush administration. On
April 30th of this year, the Washington
Times reported that Russia’s Security
Council ordered its military to draw up
plans for the development and use of
tactical nuclear weapons in what may
be a response to NATO’s heightened
profile due to its involvement in
Kosovo. Russia also continues to chan-
nel a high proportion of its declining
military budget into its strategic nu-
clear forces and now places greater re-
liance on nuclear forces in its military
doctrine. And furthermore, Russia ap-
pears to be conducting tests on new nu-
clear weapons. As the Washington Post
reported on January 24th of this year,
“Three small underground nuclear
tests Russia conducted last fall have
prompted some government intel-
ligence analysts to suggest that Mos-
cow may be trying to design a new gen-
eration of tactical nuclear weapons.”’

Nor is Russia the only concern. China
is also modernizing its strategic nu-
clear forces with the benefit of warhead
designs stolen from our nuclear labs
and missile technology sold by the
Clinton administration. The Cox com-
mittee had concluded that these thefts
enabled China to design, develop, and
successfully test modern strategic nu-
clear weapons and that these designs
will make it possible to develop mul-
tiple independent reentry vehicles or
MIRV warheads for their missiles. As
the summary of the Cox committee re-
port notes, ‘‘The People’s Republic of
China has stolen design information on
the United States’ most advanced ther-
monuclear warheads. Specifically, the
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W-88 (Trident D-5 SLBM); W-87 (Peace-
keeper ICBM); W-78 (Minuteman III,
Mark 12A, ICBM); W-76 (Trident C-4
SLBM); W-70 (Lance SRBM); W-62
(Minuteman III ICBM); W-56 (Minute-
man II ICBM). These thefts, primarily
from our national laboratories, began
in the 1970s, continued in the 1980s and
1990s and almost certainly continue
today.” The Cox report concludes by
saying, ‘‘These thefts enabled the PRC
to design, develop and successfully test
modern strategic nuclear weapons.”

Furthermore, I would point out to
my colleagues that rogue states and
gangster regimes are also working hard
on nuclear weapons and the means to
deliver them. As the Rumsfeld Com-
mission noted last year, the strategic
threat to the U.S. from rogue nations
is growing rapidly. And one need only
look at last summer’s launch of a
North Korean missile that overflew
Japan that has sufficient range to
reach the United States for validation
of the Rumsfeld Commission’s conclu-
sions.

Mr. President, I have offered an
amendment to retain the Trident fleet
at 18 boats. We should remember that
the world remains a dangerous place
and should size our nuclear forces ac-
cordingly. As I have outlined before,
the Trident fleet is vital to the mainte-
nance of our strategic nuclear deter-
rent. This is too important a step to be
entrusted to an administration in
thrall to its bankrupt Russia policy
and its naive approach to arms control.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of my amendment be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Beginning on page 357, strike line 23 and
all that follows through page 358, line 4, and
insert the following:

(b) MINIMUM LEVEL FOR B-52H BOMBER AIR-
CRAFT.—Subsection (a)(1) of such section is
amended by striking ‘“71”’ and inserting ‘76”’.

Mr. KYL. Again, I fully respect the
vice chairman of the Intelligence Com-
mittee and what he is attempting to
accomplish. It is my view you first
build your defense structure, and you
stick with it until you see signs that
the potential adversary has reduced his
force structure in a competent way.
Until you do that, you are better off
keeping what you have in place rather
than unilaterally giving it away.

Mr. KERREY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, let me
say that although we reach different
conclusions, I completely agree with
the Senator from Arizona. I do not
think we should tie our defense policies
to arms control agreements. I do not
think we should do anything other
than assess the threat and then try to
put a force structure together that
meets that threat, that keeps that
threat as low as is possible. We should
not cut corners. We should not get tied
up in ideological knots.
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We should decide what is necessary
to keep Americans safe. I do think that
it is much more likely that will occur
if the U.S. military is as strong as we
can possibly make it. There are signifi-
cant new threats in the world that need
to be met. I support the budget that
has been proposed here.

I supported earlier the rampup in pay
and other benefits. I think all that
needs to be done. I think we have less
in our intel budget than is necessary to
both collect and analyze and dissemi-
nate the information to our
warfighters and national policymakers.

What we are doing, as I see it, with
this proposal is saying we are not going
to do anything that might be in our in-
terest, that might keep our country
safer, because the Russians have not
ratified START II. We are letting the
Russians decide what our force struc-
ture is going to be.

We have been told by former General
Habiger, who was the head of
STRATCOM, that he thinks the United
States of America will be safer and
more secure if we went below START 1
levels. That is his assessment. He did
not care what the Russians think about
that. He thinks America would be safer
and more secure if we did.

I am not going to read all through it.
I will do it later because I see the dis-
tinguished Democratic leader is here
and would like to make some com-
ments. I am going to read some things
that ought to give Americans a great
deal of concern about this ‘loose
nuke’ issue where the Russians are ex-
periencing a deterioration in their ca-
pacity to control their nuclear weap-
ons, and we are requiring them to be
not only at a higher level than they
need but we are requiring ourselves to
be at a higher level than we need to be
as a consequence of saying we are not
going to do anything until the START
II Treaty is ratified.

Let me set the record clear about the
administration’s position.

Senator LEVIN, for the record, in the
Armed Services Committee, on the 3rd
of February, asked General Shelton:

Would you oppose inclusion of a provision
in the Fiscal Year 2000 Defense Authoriza-
tion Act mandating strategic force structure
levels—specific numbers of Trident Sub-
marines, Peacekeeper Missiles and B-52
bombers?

He said:

Yes, I would definitely oppose inclusion of
[that].

And a further statement of the ad-
ministration about their attitude to-
wards the defense authorization bill
said:

The Administration [would] appreciate the
bill’s endorsement of our plan to reduce the
Trident submarine force from 18 to 14
boats. . . .

But they go on to say:

[W]e prefer repealing the bill’s general pro-
vision that maintains the prohibition, first
enacted in the FY 1998 Defense Authoriza-
tion Act, against obligating funds to retire
or dismantle any other strategic nuclear de-
livery system below specified levels unless
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START II enters into force. The Administra-
tion believes this provision would unneces-
sarily restrict the President’s national secu-
rity authority and ability to structure the
most capable, cost-effective force possible.

They have announced no intent to go
below START 1 levels, but they have
indicated they prefer not to have this
prohibition in there.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator will withhold, we have a pre-
vious order at this time to begin debate
on amendment No. 393.

Several Senators
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Democratic leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be allowed to speak on the
Kerrey amendment. Did the Senator
from Nebraska want additional time as
well?

Mr. KERREY. After the other amend-
ment is disposed of, we will come back
to it, and I will have time then.

Mr. DASCHLE. If it would be appro-
priate, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the Kerrey amendment at this
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I com-
mend the distinguished Senator from
Nebraska for his advocacy and his lead-
ership on this issue. This is probably
one of the most important debates that
we are going to have this year with re-
gard to mnuclear proliferation. This
amendment could be one of the most
important amendments that we will
have the opportunity to vote on this
year with regard to nuclear prolifera-
tion. So his advocacy of this issue and
this amendment is greatly appreciated.
I am very impressed with his command
of the facts as we consider its advocacy
this morning.

Much of the current debate on na-
tional security issues these past sev-
eral weeks has focused on two issues,
as we all know: Kosovo and the alleged
Chinese espionage of our national
weapons laboratories. That concentra-
tion is very understandable.

In the first instance, the courageous
men and women who make up Amer-
ica’s military forces are risking their
lives daily in the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia to reverse the genocidal
policies practiced by that country’s
leader. That is a just cause.

For the sake of hundreds of thou-
sands of refugees made homeless by
Milosevic’s reign of terror, as well as
the future of NATO, we simply cannot
afford to fail.

As for the safety of our nuclear se-
crets, this, too, is an issue of vital na-
tional security. It is alleged that for
the last two decades the Chinese Gov-
ernment has systematically engaged in
efforts to gain access to some of our
most important nuclear weapons sci-
entists and the knowledge they pos-
sess.

Although all agree that classified in-
formation has fallen into the hands of
the Chinese Government, it certainly

addressed the
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remains unclear who is involved and
exactly how much of our national secu-
rity suffered as a result of these activi-
ties. The administration, the Congress,
and law enforcement agencies are vig-
orously exploring answers to these
troubling questions.

But as important as these issues are,
as I noted just a moment ago, I submit
there is an issue of equal or greater im-
portance to America’s immediate and
long-term national security interests,
and this amendment addresses it. The
issue is the TU.S.-Russia relationship
and the fate of tens of thousands of nu-
clear weapons, and hundreds of tons of
nuclear weapons material possessed by
each side.

The Kerrey amendment recognizes
the importance of that relationship.
The Kerrey amendment proposes that
the United States take a small step to
improve this relationship by acknowl-
edging that the Russian nuclear arse-
nal is shrinking, and adopting the view
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that our se-
curity will not be jeopardized if we do
the same.

I strongly support this amendment
and ask my colleagues to join me.

It is difficult to point to a period of
time since the end of the cold war when
relations between the United States
and Russia have been under greater
stress. Protests and public opinion
polls in Russia demonstrate that anti-
American feeling is on the rise in that
country. The tension in this critical re-
lationship has grown as a result of both
Russia’s internal economic and polit-
ical troubles and actions by this Gov-
ernment.

At the very time the U.S.-Russia re-
lationship is under unprecedented
stress, the need to work with Russians
to reduce the threat posed by nuclear
weapons and the spread of nuclear
weapons material and expertise has
never been greater.

Nearly a decade after the fall of the
Berlin Wall, the United States and
Russia still possess roughly 12,000 stra-
tegic nuclear weapons, thousands of
tactical nuclear weapons, and hundreds
of tons of nuclear weapons material.
Even more alarming, both sides keep
the majority of their strategic nuclear
weapons on a high level of alert—some-
thing I addressed in past comments
and, for the life of me, cannot under-
stand.

And reports are growing that Rus-
sia’s government lacks the resources to
properly maintain and control its nu-
clear weapons, nuclear materials, and
nuclear know-how. Consider these re-
cent events.

In September of 1998, roughly 47,000
nuclear workers protested at various
locations around Russia over the
Atomic Energy Ministry’s failure to
provide them their wages for several
months. Russian Atomic Energy Min-
ister Adamov told the workers that the
government owed the ministry over
$170 million and had not provided a sin-
gle ruble in two months.

Again late last year, Russian radio
reported that the mayor of
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Krasnoyarsk-45, one of Russia’s closed
nuclear cities, where enough nuclear
material to build thousands of bombs is
stored, warned that unless urgent ac-
tion was taken, a social explosion in
the city was unavoidable.

More recently, guards at nuclear fa-
cilities reportedly left their posts to
forage for food. Others have been reluc-
tant to patrol facility perimeters be-
cause they did not have winter uni-
forms to keep them warm on patrol.

At some nuclear facilities, entire se-
curity systems—alarms, surveillance
cameras, and portal monitors—have
been shut down because the facilities’
electricity was cut off for non-payment
of bills.

According to recent testimony by
senior Pentagon officials and state-
ments by senior Russian defense offi-
cials, Russia’s nuclear stockpile is
faring no better than the workers hired
to maintain and guard it. According to
Assistant Secretary of Defense Ted
Warner, Russia’s force of roughly 6,000—
7,000 strategic nuclear weapons will be
dramatically reduced regardless of
whether Russia ratifies START II.

By 2005, according to Warner, “‘[Rus-
sia] will be hard pressed to keep a force
of about 3,600 weapons * * * and by
about the year 2010, they will be hard
pressed to even meet a level of about
1,600 weapons.” Russian Defense Min-
ister Igor Sergeyev recently stated
that Russia is ‘‘likely to have no more
than 500 deployed strategic warheads
by 2012 for economic reasons.” Finally,
in this weekend’s newspapers comes
the latest evidence of Russia’s nuclear
troubles. Under the headline, ‘‘Russia
Faces ‘New Chernobyl’ Disaster,” the
London Sunday Telegraph reports,

What a Russian energy minister has called
a Chernobyl in slow motion is unfolding in
[Russia’s] far north where nuclear sub-
marines are falling to pieces at their moor-
ings and a decaying nuclear power station
has been refused European Commission aid
to buy vital safety equipment.

According to the Russian chief engi-
neer at the nuclear plant, “We are in
despair.”

Mr. President, while U.S.-Russia re-
lations approach their nadir and Russia
struggles to keep the lid on its nuclear
forces and workers, what has been the
response of the majority of the United
States Senate?

Unfortunately, for the last several
years, a majority of the Senate opted
to legally prohibit the United States
government from responding by mak-
ing modest reductions in our forces. A
majority in the Senate has prevented
the U.S. government from reducing our
nuclear forces below the START I level
until Russia has ratified START II.
This majority has chosen to include a
similar provision in this year’s defense
authorization. This provision further
damages U.S.-Russia relations, locks
us in at nuclear weapons levels not
needed for our security, and drains
much-needed resources away from
higher priority defense programs. Sen-
ator KERREY’s amendment wisely
strikes this provision.
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As I noted earlier, our relationship
with the Russian government and Rus-
sian people is at a low point. Russians
fail to understand our actions on sev-
eral fronts—from NATO enlargement
to ballistic missile defense. As Rus-
sians look at the inevitable decay of
their own strategic nuclear forces, they
question why the United States insists
on holding firm at weapons levels Rus-
sia can never hope to match, let alone
exceed.

As for whether mandating by law
that we retain 6,000 strategic weapons,
our senior military leaders—current
and former—have decisively expressed
their opinions on this issue. In testi-
mony before the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee earlier this year, Gen-
eral Hugh Shelton, chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and this country’s
senior military leader, opposed just
such a requirement. According to Gen-
eral Shelton, “I would definitely op-
pose inclusion of any language that
mandates specific force levels.” Gen-
eral Eugene Habiger, former chief of all
U.S. strategic nuclear forces, agreed
with General Shelton and went farther.
General Habiger stated, ‘‘There is no
need to stay at the START I level from
a military perspective.”

The Republican decision to keep our
strategic weapons levels at an artifi-
cially high level also has budgetary
ramifications. The Congressional Budg-
et Office estimates that keeping U.S.
strategic nuclear weapons totals at
START I levels will cost the Defense
Department $570 million in FY2000 and
nearly $13 billion over the next 10
years. Resources are incredibly scarce,
both in the Defense Department and in
other areas of the government. We
should spend every nickel necessary to
ensure a strong defense. But we
shouldn’t spend a nickel on weapons
systems the military tell us they do
not need.

For all of these reasons, I oppose the
provision in the underlying bill. I sup-
port Senator KERREY’s amendment to
strike this provision and restore a
modicum of sanity to an increasingly
troubled state of affairs. I ask my col-
leagues to do right by this important
relationship, by our senior military
leaders, and by the U.S. taxpayers who
foot the bill for all we do. I ask for our
colleagues’ support on the Kerrey
amendment. I yield the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 393

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). Under the previous order, debate
will now begin on amendment 393.

The Senator from Michigan is recog-
nized.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I under-
stand that Senator WARNER may wish
to speak on the Kerrey amendment for
perhaps 5 minutes before we move to
the BRAC amendment. If so, we are
trying to reach Senator—Mr. Presi-
dent, I withdraw that. Are we now on
the BRAC amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
now on the BRAC amendment No. 393.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield 10
minutes to the Senator from Nevada.
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Mr. BRYAN. I thank the Chair, and I
thank my colleague from Michigan.

I rise today as a strong supporter and
original co-sponsor of the amendment
offered by my colleagues, Senator
McCAIN and Senator LEVIN, to consoli-
date our defense infrastructure and au-
thorize an additional round of base clo-
sures.

For months, Pentagon officials, mili-
tary leaders and key Members of the
House and Senate have painted a pic-
ture of an American military force se-
riously compromised by years of de-
clining or flat-budgets.

No one questions that the integrity
of our force structure must be fortified,
and I strongly support efforts to divert
greater funding to modernization and
readiness priorities—funding which, in
my judgment, is critical if we are to
continue to maintain the most power-
ful and proficient military force on the
planet.

And I think we are all cognizant of
the grave retention and recruitment
problems prevalent throughout the
military and the serious morale im-
pacts of this lack of funding. These are
real problems in our military.

Every recent defense-related appro-
priations measure—including last
year’s omnibus appropriations bill, the
FY 1999 supplemental bill passed by
this body just last week, and the legis-
lation that is before us today—has in-
cluded billions of dollars that the Pen-
tagon did not request nor want.

Unquestionably, a large part of the
problem has been the insistence of the
Congress to continue the time-honored
practice of forcing the Pentagon to
purchase aircraft it does not want, to
build ships it does not need, and to
maintain military bases that have long
outlived their usefulness.

And every dollar that we spend on
these wasteful and unnecessary pro-
grams and infrastructure is a dollar
that we cannot spend on such critical
needs as readiness and quality of life
programs for our military personnel.

Last year, a bipartisan coalition of
Senators, led by Senator McCAIN, and
others, offered a proposal supported by
the Secretary of Defense and the entire
Joint Chiefs of Staff, to shut down
military bases that had outlived their
usefulness and to save the Pentagon
billions of dollars. And Remarkably,
the Senate said no.

I am hopeful this body will not make
the same mistake twice.

The manner in which we fund the De-
partment of Defense borders on the ab-
surd, and continues to undermine our
credibility with the American people
when it comes to our ability to exer-
cise fiscal responsibility.

I am confounded by a Congress that
on one hand bemoans the state of read-
iness of our military, and fights tooth
and nail to add billions of unrequested
dollars to the Pentagon’s budget, and
yet refuses to heed the advice of our
military leaders and make sensible
changes to our defense infrastructure.

We micromanage the Defense Depart-
ment to the point where we tell the
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generals and the admirals not only how
many ships and planes they need to
provide for our national security, but
also where to place these ships and
planes once they are built.

It is armchair quarterbacking at its
worse.

Two years ago, the Congress passed—
with great fanfare I might add—a bal-
anced budget agreement that put in
place a series of tough spending caps,
requiring the Congress to reform its
free-spending ways and make the tough
decisions that are necessary to main-
tain fiscal responsibility.

Over the past two years, I have
watched countless members of Con-
gress duck, dodge, and evade those
tough spending decisions as part of a
systematic effort to sustain programs
that have no justification and no pur-
pose other than to divert funding from
other more critical defense needs.

The examples are boundless.

Last year, we included a $45 million
down payment on a $1.5 billion amphib-
ious landing ship that the Navy told us
they had no need for.

This year, the Pentagon asked for
ten new MV-22 Osprey aircraft, and the
bill before us tells them to buy twelve.

The Pentagon and the Joint Chiefs
tell the Congress that we have over 23
percent excess capacity in our current
base structure and that it is time to
consolidate our infrastructure and use
the savings to shore up our readiness
deficiencies.

And the Congress says no.

We shuttle precious defense dollars
to shipbuilding, aircraft, and weapon
systems programs that the Pentagon
has deemed unnecessary and unimpor-
tant.

And unless the pending amendment
is passed today, the Senate will con-
tinue to shun the advice of our mili-
tary leaders, and divert precious dol-
lars away from readiness and mod-
ernization programs to support an in-
frastructure that is clearly in excess of
our needs.

Today, we have a modest, bipartisan
proposal offered by Senators MCCAIN
and LEVIN, supported by the Secretary
of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, that would unquestionably save
billions of dollars that could be used to
improve readiness, enhance pay, retire-
ment, family housing, and other bene-
fits for our military personnel, and bol-
ster our national security.

For three consecutive years, the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs
of Staff have asked us to allow the
Pentagon to close those military bases
it believes no longer hold operational
value.

And for three years, the Congress has
punted this political football, refusing
to make the tough choices that we
promised the American people we
would make just two years ago.

Senator after Senator has come to
the Senate floor to lament the lack of
adequate funding for our Nation’s de-
fense.

We have heard that the readiness of
our forces is at severe risk, that we do
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not have the funding we need to invest
in the weapons technology of tomor-
row, and that personnel problems
threaten the integrity of our force
structure, both at home and abroad.

This Senator believes those concerns
are real and legitimate. Just last week,
my colleagues approved some $13 bil-
lion from the Social Security trust
funds to address some of these needs, I
do not question the urgency in address-
ing all of our modernization, readiness
and personnel shortfalls.

With that in mind, I cannot under-
stand how the Senate, with a clear con-
science, can fail to adopt the amend-
ment that is pending before us, which
was requested by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and which would save an esti-
mated $3 billion a year.

Not just this year, but $3 billion
every year, for years to come.

My colleagues, Senator LEVIN and
Senator MCCAIN, have already made
reference to a letter sent by the Joint
Chiefs in support of this amendment.

In that letter, the Joint Chiefs char-
acterize an additional round of base
closures as ‘‘absolutely necessary.”

Not just a ‘‘good idea,” Mr. Presi-
dent, but ‘‘absolutely necessary.”

While legions of men and women
have courageously stepped forward to
defend this Nation and serve their fel-
low Americans, the Congress has con-
tinued to shortchange readiness and
quality of life programs to finance
questionable programs and weapons
systems unrequested and in some cases
outright opposed by the Pentagon.

There is no greater national security
issue at stake than the readiness of our
military and our ability to respond to
global crisis.

Mr. President, the amendment before
us is politically unpleasant, but fis-
cally prudent and imperative and I
urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
ask unanimous consent that the re-
mainder of time be allocated to the
Senator from Michigan, who controls
the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, at this
time, it is my understanding that the
Senator from Kansas will address the
Senate regarding the BRAC amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas is recognized.

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the distin-
guished chairman, and I thank the dis-
tinguished Presiding Officer for taking
my place while I make these com-
ments.

Mr. President, I rise to again state
my opposition to the BRAC amend-
ment as it is proposed. Let’s get it
clear. I understand that my colleagues
who are offering this amendment are
very sincere in their efforts to address
the problem of an excess infrastruc-
ture, certainly within the Department
of Defense.

Let me be absolutely clear that I
agree with the assertion that there is
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excess infrastructure. I have no quarrel
with that. But let me be equally clear
that until I am confident we can focus
the BRAC where there is excess infra-
structure and until we can ensure that
any savings from such a BRAC—a lot
has been said about the savings—will
g0 toward modernization, or readiness,
or procurement, as opposed to funding
the numerous expeditions this adminis-
tration continues to assign our mili-
tary, such as Bosnia and Kosovo, I
can’t support any additional rounds of
BRAC at this time.

Let me explain in a little bit more
detail. ‘“They’’ all understand that
there is too much infrastructure for
the current force strength. ‘They”
know they need to act to reduce it. But
the political costs are too high, and
““they”” know the blame for not having
another BRAC can be easily passed off
to others. We heard a lot of talk about
‘““they”” from the proponents of BRAC.
Unfortunately, the readiness of our
Armed Forces suffers because ‘‘they”’
are unwilling to act. I would like to get
to the definition of who ‘‘they’’ are.

Most people who follow the excess
military infrastructure issue—the
BRAC issue, if you will—would say
that ‘“‘they’ are the U.S. Congress. Sen-
ator after Senator has come to the
floor with not really arms waving, but
with some pretty tough commentary,
pointing the finger at the Congress as
being ‘‘they.” However, let me also
point out that a strong case can be
made that ‘“‘they’ are also the civilian
and uniformed leadership of the De-
partment of Defense.

I am not trying to pick on anybody.
I just want to share the responsibility
in a fair way. Of course the Congress
must approve the additional funds of
BRAC, and therefore the responsibility
is clearly on the shoulders of the Sen-
ate and the House. I accept that re-
sponsibility. The distinguished Pre-
siding Officer does as well. Every Mem-
ber of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee and the comparable committee
in the House does as well. But the lead-
ership of DOD has not shouldered the
responsibility, in my personal opinion,
to adequately prepare for future BRAC
rounds. They could, by requiring each
service to develop a prioritized listing
of bases and facilities that are in ex-
cess, or the generic description of
same, more especially in regards to the
mission of the base.

I know what they are going to say.
Their defense is such as, that would be
impossible because of the politics of it;
it would bias any future BRAC rounds,
and therefore they should not be done
until a BRAC is authorized.

By ‘‘they” I am talking about the
DOD. “They” in this particular in-
stance further state that it would be
impractical to categorize the facilities
by mission since most facilities are
multifunctional, and therefore any fu-
ture BRAC should, as in theory they
have in the past, include all military
facilities regarding the BRAC criteria.
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If we are talking about BRAC, every-
body is going to be on the same cri-
teria. Everybody is on the table.

Of course, most bases and facilities
are multifunctional. After all, they all
train, they all have administrative
functions, they all have public works
tasks, but they all have a clear, pri-
mary mission.

Additionally, it is a bit disingenuous
for the Department of Defense to say
that all bases would be included, all are
on the chopping block for consider-
ation in any future BRAC round. That
is rather disingenuous it seems to me,
even if, for example, the service acad-
emies would be on the table, or the
Norfolk Naval Base, or Andrews Air
Force Base, or Fort Hood, or Camp
Pendleton were on the table for BRAC
consideration. That is not reasonable.
That is not going to happen. It is not
reasonable to expect that those, or
other key facilities where we must
have a primary mission, would be seri-
ously considered for closure or for re-
alignment.

It is not unreasonable to expect that
a similar listing of definable excess ca-
pacity could and should be developed
and be the focus of future reductions of
infrastructure rather than, as I have
said, before the ‘‘everything is on the
table’’ approach in regard to BRAC.

Many of my colleagues have heard
me voice my concern over what I call
“BRAC purgatory.” That is, quite sim-
ply, what every city in America with a
military facility goes through every
time a BRAC round is mentioned. What
that means in real terms is that the
city or the community involved spends
a lot of money from their very limited
budget to hire so-called ‘‘experts’ or
‘“‘consultants’ to help to really protect
their base from any future BRAC
round.

If we can focus BRAC on the primary
mission of bases and generically define
what we need, and what we don’t need,
we will spare many communities from
“BRAC purgatory.” We will let them
off the BRAC hook if their facility is
not on the excess infrastructure list.
We are going to save a lot of commu-
nities from ‘“BRAC purgatory,” and we
are going to save a lot of headaches
and a lot of money.

I am equally concerned that the De-
partment has failed to develop a strat-
egy for the next round of BRAC. Let
me emphasize ‘‘strategy.” You just
can’t go to a BRAC and put bases on
the chopping block. A specific infra-
structure strategy is required for at
least three reasons.

First, as the military approaches the
optimum infrastructure, great care is
going to have to be made. It will be re-
quired to prevent the cutting of the es-
sential infrastructures.

Second, since the military missions
and roles are changing —and, boy, are
they changing; for example, the Air
Force sees itself becoming an expedi-
tionary force rather than a garrison
force, and that is happening; the Army,
Navy, and Marine Corps are all search-
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ing for a new mission and a new role—
I think the Department of Defense-
wide assessment of the types and the
number and the location of the mili-
tary facilities needed to support the
national strategy must be developed.
There must be a strategy there.

Third, both the Quadrennial Defense
Review and the National Defense Panel
strongly recommended consolidation
and joint basing for the military to op-
timize their capability in an atmos-
phere of reduced budgets and reduced
force structure military environment.

In isolation, each of those three re-
quirements represents a difficult, a
complex, and a contentious under-
taking within the military and the De-
partment of Defense. However, when
taken as a collective mandate to shape
the future infrastructure needs of the
military, such an important imperative
cannot possibly be accomplished within
the guidelines of just a simple BRAC.
It seems to me that the Department of
Defense has to have the courage and
will to oversee the services and direct
actions be taken that would set the
correct approach to reducing our exces-
sive infrastructure to match our future
military strategy. They should do
that—not a BRAC commission.

The third action that DOD must find
the will to take is defining the savings
associated with BRAC and establishing
a way to funnel those moneys into
readiness, modernization, or the pro-
curement or quality-of-life programs.
In the April 1998 Department of De-
fense report on BRAC, they admitted
that, ‘‘by their very nature, estimates
of savings are subject to some uncer-
tainty.” That is probably the under-
statement of this debate. The Depart-
ment further stated that, ‘“No audit
trail, single document, or budget ac-
count exists for tracking the end use of
each dollar saved through BRAC.”

Let me repeat that. Senator after
Senator has come to the floor and said:
Look at the money we are going to
save in regard to BRAC. Then they
look at the problems with moderniza-
tion, and procurement, and readiness.
Yet no audit trail, no single document,
no budget account exists for tracking
the end use of each dollar saved
through BRAC. However, they assured
Congress that, ‘“The Department is
committed to improve its estimates of
costs and savings in future rounds of
BRAC.” ‘“Oh, we are going to get it
right next time.”

It seems to me it takes courage to
solve that problem, and it takes a dedi-
cated effort to set up the processes to
track and direct the BRAC savings into
the promised accounts. And it will take
more than a ‘“‘trust me, it will be much
better next time’ assurance before
many Members of Congress will let the
reported savings, the estimated sav-
ings, the reported savings of another
round of BRAC simply remain unac-
counted for, be lost in the bookkeeping
of the Department of Defense, or, in
fact, if there are savings, if we can ac-
count for savings, they end up in such
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missions as Kosovo or Bosnia—which
have to be funded, by the way, and
which we addressed in regard to emer-
gency funding.

That is the proper way to fund the
final act of courage on the part of the
uniformed and civilian leadership of
DOD—I use the word ‘‘courage’ in
quotes here—that directly impacts the
future rounds of BRAC politics of the
last round.

A lot has been said about this. I un-
derstand it. I am not going to rehash
that today. But based on a recent
memorandum from the Department of
the Air Force, it seems to me there is
some acquiescence to such pressure to
not really carry out the BRAC action
directed in the last round. BRAC is a
hard sell in Congress under normal
times and under the purest of motives.
But when actions are taken that clear-
ly disadvantage others and violate the
BRAC process for political gain, BRAC
is a ‘‘no sell” in Congress.

For the Department of Defense to
simply say that all we need is for Con-
gress to authorize additional rounds of
BRAC is an easy way to avoid the re-
sponsibilities for actions that must be
taken by the Department of Defense
well in advance of any congressional
action.

It seems to me the Department of De-
fense can go a long way to helping us
in regard to the BRAC process if they
simply develop the fortitude and the
decisionmaking to start the process
now to correctly and accurately shape
and define the infrastructure—mot to
simply put everything on the table to
save money but be required to support
the military of the 21st century even if
they risk pressure from the White
House or Capitol Hill. Without such a
strategy, I cannot support another
BRAC round that has a poorly prepared
and inadequately staffed approach to
reducing the excess infrastructure.

I urge a ‘“‘no’” vote from my col-
leagues on this matter.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Kevin Zumbar, a military fel-
low, and Zach Terwilliger, a legislative
intern, in the office of Chairman WAR-
NER, be granted floor privileges for the
duration of the Senate’s debate on S.
1059, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, how much
time remains on the BRAC matter?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro-
ponents of the amendment have 51 min-
utes and the opponents have 46 min-
utes.

Mr. LEVIN. I yield myself 10 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). The Senator is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, from 1989
to 1997 the Department of Defense re-
duced the total active-duty military
end strength by 32 percent. That figure
is going to grow to 36 percent by 2003,
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over a third reduction in our end
strength will be achieved by 2003. We
are already about a third.

Even after four base closure rounds,
the reduction in the Department’s base
structure in the United States has been
reduced only 21 percent. The Depart-
ment of Defense analysis concluded
that the Department has about 23 per-
cent excess capacity in its current base
structure.

Let me give a few examples of that
excess that we are now funding, spend-
ing taxpayers’ money supporting,
which is no longer needed.

The Army will have reduced the per-
sonnel at its classroom training com-
mands by 43 percent, but the classroom
space has only been reduced by 7 per-
cent—personnel reductions, 43 percent
in classroom training commands but
the space only by 7 percent.

Why do we want to maintain all that
excess classroom space that is not
being used? What is the point of doing
that? The answer to me; it is pointless.
The uniformed military are saying:
Please let us close it.

The Air Force will have reduced the
number of fighters and other small air-
craft by 53 percent since 1989, but the
base structure for those aircraft will be
only 35 percent smaller. The Navy will
have 33 percent more hangers for its
aircraft than it requires.

And on and on.

Secretary Cohen’s report to us docu-
ments substantial savings that have
been achieved from past base closure
rounds. It has been argued that those
savings can’t be audited. What the CBO
says about that argument is that firm
measures of BRAC savings that were
requested by the Congress do not and,
indeed, cannot exist. That is because
BRAC savings are really avoided costs.
They are the difference between what
the Department of Defense actually
spent and what it would have had to
have spent in the absence of the BRAC
action. Because the latter is never ac-
tually observed, the figures for BRAC
savings that the Department of De-
fense provides will never be firm meas-
ures; they must always be estimates.

Then the CBO says—talking about
the Department of Defense report on
savings—that the report’s basic mes-
sage is consistent with the CBO’s own
conclusion: Past and future BRAC
rounds will lead to significant savings
for the Department of Defense.

That, it seems to me, is the heart of
the measure.

This is a Congressional Budget Office
letter, which I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, July 1, 1998.
Hon. CARL LEVIN,
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on Armed
Services, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR: Section 2824 of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1998 requests a report from the Depart-
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ment of Defense on the costs and savings as-
sociated with the four previous rounds of
base closures and realignments. The legisla-
tion also requires the Congressional Budget
Office (CBO) to review that report. The en-
closure fulfills that requirement. In addi-
tion, I have enclosed a copy of CBO’s re-
sponse to a letter of April 17, 1998, from Sen-
ators Daschle and Lott and Congressman
Gephardt.

Please contact me if you have any ques-
tions. The CBO staff contact is Lauri Zeman,
who can be reached at (202) 226-2900.

Sincerely,
JUNE E. O’NEILL,
Director.

Enclosures.

REVIEW OF THE REPORT OF THE DEPARTMENT

OF DEFENSE ON BASE REALIGNMENT AND

CLOSURE

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) has
completed its review of The Report of the
Department of Defense on Base Realignment
and Closure, as required by section 2824(g) of
the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1998. CBO finds that the report
provides a clear and coherent summary of
why the Department of Defense (DoD) be-
lieves that future BRAC rounds are nec-
essary. Moreover, the report’s basic message
is consistent with CBO’s own conclusions:
past and future BRAC rounds will lead to
significant savings for DoD. Nonetheless, the
report is useful primarily as a summary of
DoD’s position, rather than as an analysis of
BRAC issues. Although the roughly 2,000
computer-generated tables that accompany
the report contain most of the specific data
on past BRAC rounds that the Congress re-
quested, the main text provides little anal-
ysis of those data or insight into the number
and types of installations that might be
closed in the event of future BRAC rounds.

DATA PROVIDED BY DOD’S REPORT

DoD’s report provides most of the data re-
quested by the law. Yet there were a few in-
stances in which the department was unable
to locate specific data or lacked information
systems that were flexible enough to orga-
nize the data in the form that the Congress
requested. For example, DoD was unable to
locate the cost and savings estimates that it
had originally given to the BRAC commis-
sions, and it was unable to identify the
BRAC funds spent on each type of Navy and
defense agency installation.

The report also omits any specific informa-
tion about the types and number of bases
that might close as the result of future
BRAC rounds. One explanation is that DoD
may have been unwilling to make such pro-
jections because doing so might appear to
prejudge the results of the BRAC process.

In addition, the firm measures of BRAC
savings that were requested by the Congress
do not—and indeed cannot—exist. That is be-
cause BRAC savings are really avoided costs:
they are the difference between what DoD
actually spent and what it would have had to
spend in the absence of BRAC action. Be-
cause the latter is never actually observed,
the figures for BRAC savings that DoD pro-
vides will never be firm measures, but must
always be estimates.

THE COST OF IMPLEMENTING PREVIOUS BRAC
DECISIONS

CBO did not attempt to verify DoD’s esti-
mates of the one-time costs of implementing
past BRAC decisions. Those one-time costs
(which include the costs of transferring or
separating personnel, moving equipment,
and constructing new facilities) represent
actual expenditures and thus are easier to
track than savings. Based on its current fi-
nancial data, DoD concludes that the actual
costs of implementing past BRAC decisions
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will be very close to those that it projected
at the start of each round. DoD’s initial esti-
mate was that it would cost $23 billion to
fully implement the four BRAC rounds;
today, that estimate is $22 billion.!

Although DoD might be capable of esti-
mating the costs of BRAC decisions very ac-
curately early in the BRAC process, CBO
finds that the similarity between DoD’s ini-
tial BRAC cost estimates and the current
ones may be, in part, a self-fulfilling proph-
ecy. The Congress appropriates funds for
one-time implementation costs based largely
on DoD’s budget estimates. Because those
BRAC funds are in designated accounts and
cannot be used for non-BRAC purpose, BRAC
expenditures may adjust to some extent to
match the funds available.

In addition, not all BRAC-related costs are
included in the $22 billion estimate. For ex-
ample, operating units sometimes bear unex-
pected costs when services at DoD facilities,
such as equipment maintenance, are tempo-
rarily disrupted by BRAC actions. The $22
billion figure also excludes any environ-
mental cleanup or caretaker costs that DoD
might incur after 2001, when the implemen-
tation periods specified by the Congress for
the past four BRAC rounds will be complete.
Payments made to assist communities and
workers adversely affected by based closures
are also omitted. (DoD estimates that those
costs, which are paid by the Department of
Labor, DoD’s Office of Economic Adjust-
ment, the Economic Development Adminis-
tration in the Department of Commerce, and
the Federal Aviation Agency, totaled about
$1 billion as of 1997.)

THE SAVINGS FROM PAST BRAC ROUNDS

Consistent with current BRAC budget doc-
uments, DoD’s report indicates that when
the past four rounds are fully implemented,
they will provide annual recurring savings of
about $5.6 billion (in constant 1999 dollars).
That figure appears to be reasonable. By
comparison, CBO estimates that savings
could be about $5 billion annually.2

However, DoD’s report does not document
how the services and defense agencies de-
rived the BRAC savings estimates that un-
derlie the aggregate $5.6 billion figure. Nor
does it show that those estimates are con-
sistent with the quantitative model (DoD’s
COBRA model) that DoD used during past
BRAC deliberations and might use in any fu-
ture BRAC round. Instead, DoD tries to show
that its aggregate estimate is credible by
presenting a new analysis based on aggregate
data and by citing recent audit reports. Nei-
ther approach is very successful. For exam-
ple, the new analysis in DoD’s report (which
identifies recurring annual savings of $7 bil-
lion) is based on the same undocumented es-
timates of personnel reductions that the de-
fense agencies and military departments use
in their BRAC budgets. Because reductions
in personnel costs account for over 80 per-
cent of estimated BRAC savings, using those
personnel numbers ensures that DoD’s new
estimate of savings will not differ widely
from the estimates in the BRAC budget doc-
uments. Because the new analysis depends
on those budget estimates it cannot be used
to verify them.

DoD’s use of audits to verify BRAC savings
also suffers from serious weaknesses. For ex-
ample, the DoD Inspector General’s audit of
1993 BRAC actions found that savings ex-
ceeded DoD’s budget estimates by about $1.7
billion over the six-year implementation pe-
riod.? Yet almost all of that $1.7 billion in
additional savings came from a few special
situations in which the effects of BRAC ac-
tions were confounded with those of imposed
budget cuts, reductions in workload, or re-

1Footnotes at end of review.
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ductions in force structure. An audit can
compare what DoD spent at different bases
before and after BRAC actions, but—unlike
models such as COBRA—it cannot dis-
entangle the effects of BRAC from those of
other factors.

ESTIMATES OF EXCESS CAPACITY

DoD’s report indicates that the depart-
ment will have excess capacity of over 20
percent at its U.S. bases after completing
the four BRAC rounds. In its analysis, DoD
compared the size of specific types of forces
or workloads (measured, for example, by the
number of aircraft or assigned personnel)
with the size of the base structure that sup-
ports those forces or workloads (measured by
the square feet of buildings or of apron space
at airfields). DoD then estimated the amount
of excess capacity by calculating the per-
centage reduction in the base structure that
would result in the same ratios of forces to
base structure that existed in 1989.

That approach is reasonable and, at least
in the aggregate, yields a credible estimate.
Yet it may not provide good estimates for
particular categories of installations. DoD’s
estimates of the excess capacity for different
categories of bases would be more credible if
they were tested using a wider variety of in-
dices for the size of forces and the base struc-
ture. The department’s use of 1989 as a base-
line may also be inappropriate for some
types of installations. On the one hand, that
approach could overstate the size of the re-
quired base structure—DoD might have had
excess capacity in 1989, or it might need
fewer bases today because it has consoli-
dated service programs into defensewide ac-
tivities. On the other hand, the approach
could understate the amount of capacity re-
quired if some types of base support are
truly a fixed cost, required regardless of the
size of the force.

THE COSTS AND SAVINGS FROM POSSIBLE
FUTURE BRAC ROUNDS

According to DoD’s report, additional
BRAC rounds in 2001 and 2005 would, to-
gether, save $3.4 billion (in constant 1999 dol-
lars) every year after 2011. In addition, the
report implies that the cumulative savings
from those rounds would outweigh the one-
time implementation costs before 2011. To
make those estimates, DoD assumed that the
annual profile of costs and savings for each
of the two proposed BRAC rounds over their
six-year implementation periods would
match the average profile for the 1993 and
1995 BRAC rounds combined, adjusted for in-
flation.

Those assumptions are reasonable for plan-
ning. DoD may not be able to provide better
estimates until the specific bases that would
be affected by proposed future BRAC rounds
are identified. Yet savings from future
rounds could be less than DoD predicts if the
excess bases that have not already been
closed are those for which closure costs
would be relatively high or recurring annual
savings relatively low. Such a pattern could
also extend the time required before the sav-
ings from the additional BRAC rounds would
outweigh the costs. Yet even in that case the
ultimate savings from future rounds could
still be significant.

IMPROVING ESTIMATES OF COSTS, SAVINGS, AND
EXCESS CAPACITY

DoD’s report provides a clear summary of
the department’s perspective on BRAC issues
and on the need for additional base closures.
But it provides little new evidence or insight
into those issues. A more substantive report
would have provided documentation for the
estimates of BRAC savings that were sub-
mitted with the budget for fiscal year 1999
and a more detailed analysis of capacity
issues.
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In the future, DoD plans to keep better
track of BRAC documents and of expendi-
tures at bases before and after BRAC ac-
tions. Those steps would be useful. To the ex-
tent that implementation costs reflect ac-
tual DoD expenditures, improved financial
records could contribute directly to the de-
partment’s ability to assess BRAC costs. For
example, DoD could extend its efforts to
track the costs of BRAC rounds beyond the
six-year implementation period in order to
fully account for long-term caretaker and
environmental costs.

Yet better recordkeeping, by itself, will
not allow DoD to identify the extent of
BRAC savings in a period when bases are un-
dergoing large changes in budgets, forces,
and workloads unrelated to BRAC. Instead,
formal statistical models are needed to dis-
entangle the effects of BRAC and non-BRAC
factors on expenditures. In addition, DoD
could improve the credibility of its savings
estimates by better documenting the as-
sumptions and methodologies used to gen-
erate them. The DoD Inspector General’s
audit of the savings from 1993 BRAC actions
revealed that the services and defense agen-
cies were often unable to explain how they
derived the savings estimates submitted in
their budget documents. The Congress might
want to request that such documentation ac-
company all future BRAC budget exhibits.
Such a requirement might encourage DoD to
place greater emphasis on the quality and
consistency of its estimating procedures.

In addition, DoD could provide better in-
sight into capacity issues by developing a
master plan for its base structure. Such a
plan might be based on explicit estimates of
requirements rather than presuming that
the ratio of forces to base structure that ex-
isted in 1989 remains appropriate. For exam-
ple, the plan could use standards reflecting
the number of acres of land that combat
units need for training or the number of
square feet of office space an administrative
worker requires. Standards could be devel-
oped that are appropriate to different types
of forces and for forces stationed in the
United States and overseas.

DoD’s report would have been stronger had
it provided well documented estimates of the
savings from past BRAC rounds and esti-
mates of excess capacity based on require-
ments. Yet despite those limitations, the re-
port provides rough but credible estimates of
the total recurring savings from past BRAC
rounds, the aggregate level of excess capac-
ity in the United States, and the potential
savings from future BRAC rounds.

FOOTNOTES

1Those figures are in current dollars, not adjusted
for inflation. They represent the one-time costs that
DoD expects to incur in closing and realigning bases
during the six-year implementation period that the
Congress has allowed for each BRAC round. They in-
clude environmental costs but exclude any revenues
from land sales that result from BRAC actions. Al-
though DoD initially expected to receive about $4.1
billion in revenue from land sales as a result of past
BRAC actions, it now expects that figure to be only
$0.1 billion.

2DoD’s estimate is based on the sum of the savings
shown in the budget for the last year of the imple-
mentation period for each BRAC round. CBO’s fig-
ure, which is in constant 1998 dollars, reflects trends
in base support costs, adjusted for changes in the
size of military forces. Past CBO reviews have also
concluded that the savings from base closures and
realignments are substantial. See Congressional
Budget Office, Closing Military Bases: An Interim
Assessment, CBO Paper (December 1996).

30ffice of the Inspector General, Department of
Defense, Costs and Savings for 1993 Defense Base Re-
alignments and Closures, Report No. 98-130 (May 6,
1998).
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U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, July 1, 1998.
Hon. THOMAS A. DASCHLE,
Democratic Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. LEADER: In your April 17 letter,
you pose 10 questions about base realign-
ment and closure (BRAC) actions. This letter
responds to those questions. In addition, I
have enclosed the Congressional Budget Of-
fice’s (CBO’s) review of The Report of the De-
partment of Defense on Base Realignment
and Closure, which elaborates on many of
the issues you address in your letter.

Actual BRAC Savings. The Department is
able to provide reasonable estimates of
BRAC savings. Yet the firm measures of
BRAC savings that were requested by the
Congress do not—and indeed cannot—exist.
BRAC savings are really avoided costs—costs
that DoD would have incurred if BRAC ac-
tions had not taken place. Because those
avoided costs are not actual expenditures,
DoD cannot observe them and record them in
its financial records. As a result, DoD can
only estimate savings rather than actually
measure them.

DoD Information Systems. It is not pos-
sible for DoD to establish an information
system to track actual savings. The BRAC
budget justification books track only esti-
mated savings. DoD is more successful in
tracking one-time implementation costs,
which typically reflect actual expenditures
made from BRAC accounts. Its information
systems, however, cannot always categorize
those expenditures in the most useful way.
For example, in its report, DoD could not
provide BRAC obligations by base type for
the Navy and the defense agencies. To com-
ply with the spirit of the request in section
2824(g), DoD might try to provide better doc-
umentation of how the budget estimates for
savings are made and to maintain more ac-
cessible records of BRAC costs on an instal-
lation-by-installation basis.

Economic Effects of Future BRAC Rounds.
DoD’s report does not make detailed projec-
tions of the specific outcomes of future
BRAC rounds. The economic impact of base
closures on communities depends on many
factors, including the size and strength of
the local economy and whether the commu-
nity is urban or rural. An analysis of the
likely impact of future base closures on local
communities cannot be attempted until the
specific communities are identified; even
then, it would be very difficult to do.

Information Provided in DoD’s Report. The
DoD report provides most, but not all, of the
information that the Congress requested. As
noted above, it does not provide data that
would require projecting the specific out-
comes of future BRAC rounds. In addition,
DoD was unable to locate some of the re-
quested data, including the original cost and
savings estimates that it gave to the BRAC
commissions.

DoD’s Analysis of Excess Capacity. DoD’s
report determines excess capacity based on
the change in the ratio of forces to sup-
porting bases since 1989. Although that ap-
proach is not unreasonable, the resulting es-
timates of excess capacity depend heavily on
what specific indices are used for the size of
the forces and of their supporting bases. In
addition, that approach can understate or
overstate the current level of excess capac-
ity for particular types of bases depending on
whether DoD had too many or too few bases
of those types in 1989.

Overseas Base Capacity. DoD’s capacity
analysis does not address overseas forces or
bases. The estimates of excess capacity pre-
sented in DoD’s report refer to the percent-
ages of excess capacity in the United States.
The extent to which there may be a shortage
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or an excess of bases overseas relative to
U.S. forces overseas does not affect the accu-
racy of those estimates or the need for base
closures within the United States.

Savings from Past BRACs and Future Per-
sonnel Reductions. CBO found that the
methodology used by DoD to show annual re-
curring savings of $7 billion from the four
prior BRAC rounds is relatively weak. None-
theless, CBO believes that recurring savings
from those BRAC rounds will be substan-
tial—about $5 billion annually, as is indi-
cated by the services’ BRAC budget docu-
ments.

DoD’s current spending plan, which ex-
tends only to 2003, shows small reductions in
the number of personnel in 2001 and beyond.
Such reductions are not inconsistent with
additional BRAC rounds in 2001 and 2005, be-
cause most of the savings and personnel re-
ductions from those rounds would not be
seen until after 2003. However, DoD will have
to make significant reductions in personnel
after 2001 to realize the level of BRAC sav-
ings that it projects from future rounds.

Future Savings Estimate. In its review of
DoD’s report, CBO concludes that the depart-
ment’s estimate of savings from future
BRAC rounds is not unreasonable for plan-
ning. A more accurate estimate would re-
quire detailed projections about the out-
comes of future BRAC rounds.

Costs Beyond the Implementation Period.
DoD will incur environmental and caretaker
costs for some bases after the six-year imple-
mentation period is over. In its review, CBO
suggests that estimates of BRAC costs and
savings would be more accurate if they in-
cluded those costs.

Data Included in DoD’s Report. Most of the
data in the appendices to the DoD report are
not new. Rather, they were compiled from
several existing sources, including BRAC
budget justification documents and other
documents that DoD has submitted to the
Congress. However, the report aggregates the
data in new ways and presents them at levels
of detail not previously available in a single
document.

As your letter indicates, the issues sur-
rounding military base closures are difficult
ones. One problem is that if the BRAC proc-
ess is going to work, the Congress must de-
cide on the advisability of additional rounds
without knowing in advance which bases
would be affected and what the specific ef-
fects of those closures would be. Another dif-
ficulty is that the Congress must make those
decisions even though the savings from pre-
vious rounds can only be estimated rather
than tracked in DoD’s financial records. The
amount of savings from BRAC actions will
always be impossible to estimate precisely.
The reason is that the effects of BRAC ac-
tions are not easily disentangled from those
of non-BRAC actions, such as mandated
budget reductions or cuts in forces and work-
loads.

I hope that this response is helpful. Please
contact me if you have any questions or if
you would like to request additional work by
CBO on BRAC issues. CBO’s staff contact is
Lauri Zeman, who can be reached at (202)
226-2900.

Sincerely,
JUNE E. O’NEILL,
Director.

Mr. LEVIN. The heart of the matter,
it seems to me, is that our auditors,
our budget experts, have said that it is
their conclusion that ‘‘past and future
BRAC rounds will lead to significant
savings for the Department of De-
fense.”

What are those estimates of savings?
By 2001, the Department estimates that
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BRAC actions will produce a total of
$14.5 billion in net savings. After 2001,
when all BRAC actions must be com-
pleted, steady State savings will be $5.7
billion per year. This is just from past
base closure rounds, which some Mem-
bers say can’t be audited in terms of
precise savings.

That is a lot of money, $5.7 billion
per year—steady State savings. Is it
possibly $5.6 billion or $5.8 billion? No-
body can state with certainty. It is sig-
nificant.

What can be stated is what the CBO’s
conclusion is, that these are significant
savings and are similar to the kind of
savings that the CBO believes are
achieved with base closing.

Last July, as I indicated, the CBO
gave their own conclusions, so while we
can debate this issue on the floor about
audit trails and how precise the esti-
mates are, our auditors, our experts,
have reached the critical conclusion
that the savings, indeed, are signifi-
cant.

BEarlier this month we received let-
ters from Secretary Cohen, from the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, from all
of the Joint Chiefs, from the Secre-
taries of the Army and the Navy and
the Air Force. In his letter, Secretary
Cohen says the Department’s ability to
properly support America’s men and
women in uniform today and to sustain
them into the future hinged in great
measure on realizing this critical sav-
ings that only BRAC can provide.

Our ability to support the men and
women in uniform depends on future
savings from BRAC rounds.

A letter which we just received,
signed by all six members of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, makes their views crys-
tal clear:

Simply stated, our military judgment is
that further base closures are absolutely
necessary.

Those are pretty strong words and
these are our uniformed military lead-
ers. On the Armed Services Committee,
we put a lot of stock in their judgment
on most issues. Once in a while we may
disagree with them, as is our right and
our duty, but when the top military
leadership, civilian and uniform, in
this Nation tell Members that more
BRAC rounds are ‘absolutely nec-
essary’’ we should take heed.

General Shelton said in last year’s
Department of Defense report:

I strongly support additional base closures.
Without them, we will not leave our succes-
sors the war-fighting dominance of today’s
force.

That is not a political statement;
that is a military man’s statement.
That has to do with warfighting domi-
nance.

We can argue about audit trails or
specifics on this floor, but when the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs says we
will not leave our successors the
warfighting dominance that we have in
today’s force without additional base
closures, those are words which have a
special meaning, it would seem to me,
to all of the Members who have this
special responsibility.
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We have to face up to this responsi-
bility. A decade ago, after years of
prodding by Senator Goldwater and
under the leadership of Senator Nunn
and Senator WARNER, Congress had the
vision and the courage to start the
BRAC process. Just imagine the finan-
cial problems that we would have
today if we could not count on the sav-
ings from previous BRAC rounds. If the
Senators a decade ago did not succeed
in persuading us to start the BRAC
process, think of the problems we
would have today. Those are the prob-
lems we are going to have 4, 5, 6, 7
years from now if we do not continuing
a process, if we do not continue the
process, if we do not shed the excess in-
frastructure which is no longer needed.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the
Senator allow me to address the Senate
with regard to a unanimous consent re-
quest which he and I have shared? I
will just present it.

I ask unanimous consent that time
until 1:45 today be equally divided on
the BRAC amendment between the pro-
ponents and opponents, with the vote
beginning, as under the previous order,
at 1:45 today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Michigan and
I had discussed the possibility of Sen-
ator KERREY coming in. I am com-
mitted to the 1-hour time agreement.
We are advised by Senator KERREY he
would not be available to utilize that
time period after the 1:45 vote. I will be
working to determine what we can
bring up following the 1:45 vote.

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my friend from
Virginia for his efforts to accommo-
date Senator KERREY. An additional
hour is needed for his amendment, but
because of his vice chairmanship on the
Intelligence Committee which begins
meeting right now, he is unable to be
here.

Mr. WARNER. The most I can advise
the Senate is we will have the vote at
1:45 today on the BRAC amendment.
Thereafter, as quickly as I can, I will
advise the Senate, after consultation
with the ranking member, as to what
the next amendment will be.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, how much
time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Michigan has
1 minute 14 seconds.

Mr. LEVIN. I yield myself an addi-
tional 2 minutes. I will finish and then
ask unanimous consent that after I am
completed, in 3 minutes or so, Senator
ROBB be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, Congress
likes to ask the Joint Chiefs every once
in awhile how much more money they
think they need and where should we
add it? What are their priorities?

Those are legitimate questions for us
to ask. But they are also relatively
pretty easy issues to address. Our duty
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as Members of Congress extends far be-
yond pitching and hitting softballs. We
have an obligation to the men and
women in uniform to listen to the
Chiefs when they ask us to do some-
thing that is hard to do.

The Chiefs’ opinions are important to
us when following them is easy to do,
when they give us their priorities if we
can find some additional funds. But
now they are asking us to do some-
thing that is hard politically to do, and
that is to heed their advice, to close
some additional bases. I do not know of
anybody in the Department of Defense
or anybody in this Chamber who likes
closing bases. Not many people like
going to the dentist or losing weight
either. It is just a lot more fun to eat
dessert than to look after your health.
But we have an obligation—and it is
difficult—in the best interests of this
Nation, and for the health of our mili-
tary, to do not what is easiest, but to
do what is essential.

What is essential has been told to us
very eloquently in these letters from
the Chiefs, in this letter from the Sec-
retary of Defense, in this letter from
the three Service Secretaries. These
letters tell us as pointedly, dramati-
cally, strongly, forcefully as they can,
that it is essential that additional
bases be closed. ‘‘Our military judg-
ment is that further base closures are
absolutely necessary.”

I began my few minutes of comments
with that quote and I end them with
that quote, because I hope we will all
think about that as we make a politi-
cally tough decision on how to vote on
the pending McCain-Levin amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Virginia is
recognized.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I thank my
distinguished friend and colleague from
Michigan for his leadership on this
issue, as well as my colleague and
friend from Arizona for his leadership
on this issue. It is a difficult issue.

This year, we have added billions of
dollars to improve the readiness of our
Armed Forces. It does not take a budg-
et expert to realize how much more we
could accomplish for our men and
women in uniform if we had the bil-
lions in savings that would accrue from
just one additional round of base clo-
sures in the year 2001.

Last year and the year before that, I
argued that not giving the Department
of Defense the authority it has asked
for to close unneeded bases makes the
Congress look shortsighted and indeci-
sive. I argued then that every dollar
used to maintain excess infrastructure
is a dollar diverted from resources we
so badly need to modernize our equip-
ment and to improve the quality of life
of our hard-working military personnel
and their families.

Sadly, those BRAC efforts failed for
nearly the same reasons the emergency
supplemental succeeded last year, rea-
sons that have more to do with politics
than with making the right choices
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when it comes to protecting this Na-
tion’s interests, both now and into the
next century.

Admittedly, the emergency supple-
mental had plenty of legitimate emer-
gency spending, emergency spending
for our troops, for our farmers, and for
hurricane and tornado victims. But it
threw fiscal discipline out the window
by also spending billions in non-
emergency spending. In my view, we
have acted just as irresponsibly over
the past 3 years by refusing to close
bases we no longer need. If we fail to
pass this latest BRAC proposal once
again, we will have failed not only the
taxpayer but also the men and women
who comprise the finest fighting force
the world has ever known.

I come back to this point, one I have
made time and time again, to ask, who
really suffers if we force the Depart-
ment of Defense to keep open bases it
does not need? In the end, we only pun-
ish those who most need the benefits of
infrastructure savings. First, we pun-
ish the Nation’s taxpayers when we fail
to make the best use of the resources
with which we are entrusted. Second,
we punish today’s soldiers, sailors, and
marines, because current readiness re-
quires having sufficient reliable re-
sources for equipment, training, and
operations. Finally, we punish tomor-
row’s force, our future readiness, as we
continue to mortgage the research, de-
velopment, and modernization of the
platforms and equipment that will be
necessary to keep America strong into
the 21st century.

As the Joint Chiefs of Staff have tes-
tified, there is no shortage of legiti-
mate programs to apply BRAC savings
towards including Navy shipbuilding.
Years of relatively low procurement
rates have created a shortfall so sig-
nificant that the fleet size will shrink
to substantially less than the 300 ships
of the Navy’s stated goal in the 2020s, if
procurement rates of 8 to 10 ships do
not start materializing now. The Navy
is stretched thin enough right now,
with 324 ships. Do we really want to
risk not having enough ships to meet
our commitments in the next century?

It does not have to be this way. The
300-ship Navy, the Army after next, and
the Air Force and Marine Corps of to-
morrow can be funded, at least in part,
from BRAC savings. The savings from
the first four rounds of base closures
alone are estimated to be on the order
of $25 billion over the next 4 years. It
should come as no surprise that scores
of studies and organizations such as
the Quadrennial Defense Review, the
Defense Restructure Initiative, the Na-
tional Defense Panel, and Business Ex-
ecutives for National Security have all
concluded that more base closures are
crucial to the future of our Armed
Forces.

It is time to put politics behind us.
We have an obligation to change the
way we do business and to do what is
right for our Armed Forces and what is
right for the taxpayer. I urge my col-
leagues to support this critically im-
portant amendment.
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Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator FEIN-
GOLD be added as a cosponsor of the
pending amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent
that Mr. Lesley Spraker, a military af-
fairs fellow in the office of Senator
DEWINE, be granted the privilege of the
floor during the consideration of S.
1059.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I further ask unanimous
consent that Paul Barger, a national
defense fellow in Senator INHOFE’s of-
fice, be given the privilege of the floor
during the remainder of the debate on
the defense authorization bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, at this time, I yield what-
ever time he may consume to the Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Wyoming is
recognized.

Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. I thank the Senator from New
Hampshire. I will take just a couple of
minutes.

I rise in opposition to the McCain-
Levin amendment on base closure. It is
a difficult decision for me because I am
persuaded there could be some closures
that would make us more efficient in
terms of our mission in defense. I re-
member my friend, Dick Cheney, whose
place I took in the House, said that de-
fense is not for economic development;
it is for defense. I appreciate that, and
I believe that.

I was not at all impressed with the
last process. I was not at all impressed
with the way the administration han-
dled it, so I do not believe that it is ap-
propriate at this time to bring in the
politics again of base closure. Frankly,
the military ought to come forward
with their views as to what is nec-
essary to carry out their mission. That,
of course, should be our particular de-
sire.

AMENDMENT NO. 395

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I also
rise in opposition to the Kerrey amend-
ment. It seems to me that it would be
a mistake to begin to downgrade our
position with regard to missiles until
START II is agreed to by the Russians.
We have already approved that treaty;
the Russians have not. I do not think
we should weaken our position.

I appreciate the opportunity to share
my views on those two amendments. I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I yield myself 10 minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is recognized.
AMENDMENT NO. 393

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, during the markup of the
defense authorization bill in com-
mittee, we twice rejected base closure
amendments. So it does seem
anticlimatic to be out here on the floor
again for the very same proposal. But
such is the way of the Senate some-
times.

Senators MCCAIN and LEVIN did offer
an amendment to have two rounds of
base closures in 2001 and 2003. The proc-
ess was adjusted to ensure that the
next incoming President would appoint
the commissioners. Everything else
was identical to the amendment now
being offered, and the amendment was
defeated by a vote of 12-8, with mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle voting
one way or the other. Then Senators
LEVIN and McCAIN offered another
amendment that called for only one
round of base closures in 2001.

The House version of the Fiscal Year
2000 Defense Authorization bill is silent
on base closures. Opposition to base
closure in the House is much stronger
than it is in the Senate, and the Mem-
bership has let it be known that they
will oppose any base closure legislation
in conference, even though the admin-
istration proposes these two rounds in
2001 and 2005. We are in a debate on the
floor taking a lot of the Senate’s time
on a proposal that probably lacks the
support in both the House and the Sen-
ate to get this to the President’s desk.

There have been a lot of arguments
made on both sides. Let me offer a few
of my own.

During previous rounds, the Depart-
ment had the opportunity to reduce
the infrastructure to the extent that it
believed necessary. That was the pur-
pose of the previous rounds. The bot-
tom line is that the Department failed
to do that.

When first announced, the 1995 BRAC
round was proclaimed to be ‘‘the moth-
er of all BRACs.” But the outcome was
just a whimper; it was a little daughter
rather than a mother.

Any purported savings of another
round of these closures would not be
available in the near-to-medium term
for the procurement of equipment and
weapons modernization or any other
purpose. That is really what we care
about. We want money for new equip-
ment. We want money for readiness
and modernization.

The bottom line, as most of my col-
leagues know, is that it is going to cost
us in the immediate future money that
we desperately need right now for read-
iness. No one disputes that if you close
down infrastructure, in the long run it
is going to save money. That is obvi-
ous. But it is going to cost us some-
where in the vicinity of $3.2 billion
right up front to begin the closing,
with the environmental issues and all
the changes that have to be made: the
upfront cost transfer of units and
equipment, new facilities at receiving
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installations, buyouts of civilian em-
ployees and environmental cleanup. If
we do not have the dollars now to do
what we need to modernize our troops,
to get the equipment they need, to get
them up to the readiness level at which
they should be—how will we be able to
pay these initial costs?

Arguments that have been made,
rightfully so, by Senator INHOFE and
others, concerning the politicization of
the last BRAC process. We all know
that the administration seriously dam-
aged the base closure process by its
handling of the Commission’s 1995 rec-
ommendations concerning McClellan
Air Force Base in California and Kelly
Air Force Base in Texas. We need to let
these issues settled. There are a lot of
hard feelings left over from that. We
need to fully resolve these issues before
we attempt another round.

BRAC should be focused on excess ca-
pacity, but it should not be an exces-
sively broad approach. We ought to tar-
get any future BRAC legislation—we
do not want every single installation in
America to be in BRAC purgatory. I be-
lieve the Senator from Kansas, who is
in the Chair now, has used that term.
And that is what happens. Everybody
gets put in this purgatory and every-
body has to hire all these consultants
and experts to try to get out of purga-
tory and hopefully not go to Hell, but
hopefully wind up in Heaven, with
their base preserved.

As the number of worldwide commit-
ments increases for the Armed Forces,
we should be considering increasing the
size of the Armed Forces. We can make
a very compelling case for that. I am
willing to make it. Further base clo-
sures could preclude that eventuality.
What we lose, we never get back. For
example, if we close a shipyard, imag-
ine how much time and effort and
money we would have to expend, and
how many environmental hoops we
would have to jump through to open
another shipyard after it has been de-
veloped into condominiums along the
harbor somewhere. We will never be
able to do it. Once it is gone, it is gone.
We need to understand that.

I think we have to look at it and ask
ourselves this basic question: Is it now
the time to reduce further our infra-
structure for the purpose of some long-
term savings that are going to cost us
in the short term when there is all this
uncertainty out there?

The Senator from Michigan very elo-
quently, in his statement, talked about
the percentage argument—that force
structure has gone down 36 percent,
personnel has gone down 40 percent,
and base closings are only down 18 per-
cent. That sounds like a fair argument,
and it sounds like you ought to be able
to put it all together, and there ought
to be an even 36 or 40 percent cut in all
areas. But that is not the case.

If you use an analogy of a football
team, your team may be half the size it
used to be, but you still have to have a
stadium to play in. So you can reduce
helmets and you can reduce personnel
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and you can reduce support, bandages,
or whatever you need for the players,
but you still have to have a stadium.

So I do not think you can break it
down that simply. It does not matter
whether you have a good team or a bad
team, or whether you have 75 players
as backup or 12 players as backup, you
still need a stadium, you still need to
have a certain amount of infrastruc-
ture to run the team.

So I say this is very ill-advised. We
do not know where we are going. I per-
sonally believe that right now, the way
things are going in the world, we are
going to have to increase, not decrease,
our personnel, increase, not decrease,
our forces, and if we are going to do all
that, we are going to have to have the
infrastructure to support it.

So I hope this amendment will be de-
feated for those reasons alone, not to
mention the anguish the communities
would have to go through.

I think it is important to understand
that the President of the United States
is calling up reserves right now, in
great numbers, to be deployed, Lord
knows where—perhaps Bosnia, perhaps
Kosovo; we do not know just where. We
do not know what other crisis may
break out.

I just think it is a terrible time to
think about taking down infrastruc-
ture. What message does that send to
the troops out there and to the people
who support those troops all across the
country in the bases and the infra-
structure around those bases? What
message does it send to those people if
we say, in spite of all of this increase
in activity around the world, we are
now still going to eliminate more in-
frastructure, not knowing what we
need for the next crisis?

We can eliminate it at some point, if
it is necessary. We are not saving that
much now to do it. As a matter of fact,
even in the short term it is costing us.
So there is no rush here. I think we
ought to just settle down, take a care-
ful look at what we are doing, reevalu-
ate our entire military structure—and
in my view, increase the size of our
forces—and not rush to judgment here
with some additional base closings.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. How
much time does the Senator need?

Mr. INHOFE. Five minutes.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Okla-
homa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the Senator for
yielding time.

I think just about everything has
been said here, but there are some con-
cerns I have that I would state in a lit-
tle different way than the Senator
from New Hampshire has stated them.

One is that we have gone through an
artificial downsizing that is not com-
mensurate with the threat that is out
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there. The myth that has floated
around that the cold war is over, there
is no longer a threat, is something that
finally the American people are waking
up and realizing is not true. We are in
the most threatened position today
that we have been in probably in the
history of this country, with the di-
verse types of opposition out there, the
proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction and abilities to transport
those weapons.

So I say, one of the strongest argu-
ments against a BRAC round at this
time is, we have gone through four
BRAC rounds. If we take the level of
our infrastructure down to meet the
level of the force strength, then when
we start back up with the force
strength, we will not have the infra-
structure that is necessary.

So we need to be looking at our re-
building process. It would be like going
through extensive BRAC processes
back in the late 1970s—right before re-
building, which is imminent. We are
going to have to do it with the new ad-
ministration.

Secondly, as I think the Senator
from New Hampshire articulated quite
well, we are in a really severe situation
right now in terms of readiness. Later
on today I want a chance to elaborate
on this and talk about the fact that we
are now at approximately one-half the
force strength that we were in 1991. In
other words, we could not repeat our
effort in the Persian Gulf war today.

This is being complicated by all these
deployments to places where we should
not be. We should never have sent a
troop or any effort or any assets into
Bosnia; we should not have done that
in Kosovo or Albania, or to Haiti, for
all practical purposes, because that di-
lutes the already scarce military assets
we have.

I say this relates to this subject be-
cause we have a military system that
is hemorrhaging today. This is not
something that we can wait until later
to take care of. As the Senator from
New Hampshire pointed out, anything
that comes from a BRAC round, a new
BRAC round, is going to cost money,
not save money.

Now is when we are going to have to
try to do something with our readiness
so that if General Hawley has to stand
up and say something has happened ei-
ther in the Pacific theater, North
Korea, or the Persian Gulf, Iraq or
Iran, we would be able to meet that.
We cannot do that today. So this cer-
tainly would be ill-timed, even if you
believe that it was a good idea to have
future BRAC rounds.

I think also we need to look at the
budget we are passing. I want to talk
about the inadequacy of what we are
talking about in our authorization bill.
We are increasing by about $9 billion
what the President’s budget was. We
have had testimony from the CINCs
and from others in the field and from
the four-stars that this is totally inad-
equate. We are going to have to have at
least a minimum increase of $24 billion
each year for approximately 6 years.
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Lastly, I would like to remind every-
body of what happened in the last
round, I believe, in the BRAC process.
I was elected to the House in 1986, and
that is when we put this idea together.
It was a Congressman from Texas, DICK
ARMEY, who did it. The idea was to get
politics out of the BRAC process.
Through round 1 and round 2 and round
3, there were no politics involved. They
were not political decisions; they were
rational decisions.

However, in the last round—and we
all know what happened; no one is
going to question this—the President
went out there prior to the 1996 elec-
tion, to McClellan in California and to
Kelly in Texas, in order to get votes
and politicize the system.

You might say: Well, this is going to
come along after he is gone. I am a lit-
tle bit concerned about the fact that
there is a possibility, a very outside
possibility, that AL GORE will succeed
him. That being the case, he was in-
volved in politicizing this, too.

For those who believe we still have
excess infrastructure, I would like to
have you consider that maybe we
should wait until we see what the new
administration is going to look like,
what kind of commitments are going
to be made. As chairman of the com-
mittee that has oversight over the
BRAC process, I suggest we wait and
not pass this BRAC recommendation
today.

Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUN-
NING). The Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. How
much time does the Senator require?

Ms. SNOWE. Five minutes.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Is
there a UC on the time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine has 5 minutes.

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the Chair.

I gave a lengthy statement last
night. I will not go into everything
that I referred to, but I think there are
several points that need to be reiter-
ated with respect to base closing.

I strongly oppose the base closing
amendment that has been offered by
Senator MCCAIN and Senator LEVIN
that would initiate another round in
the year 2001. We come back to the
same issues that have yet to be ad-
dressed by the Department of Defense
with respect to creating a comprehen-
sive analysis in terms of matching our
infrastructure with our assets and the
security threat mix that we can antici-
pate into the 21st century.

This is an analysis, in fact, that has
been suggested and recommended by
the National Defense Panel in order to
have an overall assessment and ac-
counting of exactly what we are going
to need with respect to our domestic
infrastructure into the 21st century.

I think everybody acknowledges that
we are facing different types of threats
today, more asymmetric, more unpre-
dictable, more uncertain, far more di-
verse, regional threats than we have



S6004

ever encountered before. So as a result,
it seems to me we need to have an ac-
counting from the Defense Department
as to exactly what are their needs.

They keep telling us over and over
again from the previous four rounds
that we have achieved and realized bil-
lions and billions of dollars in savings.
Yet we have been unable to track those
savings. In fact, in the reports by the
General Accounting Office in 1996 and
then again in 1997 and in addition to
the Congressional Budget Office re-
ports, all indicate the very same thing.
It is very difficult to ascertain the
amount of savings derived from the
previous base closing rounds, because
the Department of Defense has never
established a mechanism for tracking
those savings.

I think it is important for us to have
that data so we can document what has
exactly been saved as a result of those
four previous rounds.

When you look at this chart, this is
in the General Accounting Office re-
port: Why BRAC Savings are Difficult
to Track and Estimate Changes Over
Time. DOD accounting systems are not
designed to track savings. Some costs
are not captured initially; i.e. the envi-
ronmental costs.

Well, we now find out that they are
going to have to spend at least $3 bil-
lion more in environmental mitigation
than they anticipated.

Some savings cannot be fully cap-
tured—long-term recapitalization
costs. Again, we have found out in
terms of sales, they anticipated they
would realize $3 billion in sales, and
they have only received about $65 mil-
lion. So that is a great gap between
what they projected for revenues of
sales and what they actually realized.

DOD components do not have incen-
tives to track savings because budgets
may be reduced. Over time events may
impact costs and savings that could
not have been known when estimates
were developed.

On and on it goes. We have no way of
knowing.

Then the Department of Defense has
said, well, we have cut back on per-
sonnel by 36 percent so, therefore, we
should be reducing infrastructure by 36
percent. Since we haven’t done that, it
should be one on one, essentially, we
should be reducing our infrastructure.
But again, these determinations should
not be made by arbitrary percentages
but, rather, a documentation of exactly
what we need for the future.

We have unpredictable challenges
and, therefore, I think we should make
those decisions based on the assess-
ment of what should be our military
infrastructure for the 21st century. Yet
we have not had that kind of account-
ing.

I hope the Senate will not approve
another round until we have the oppor-
tunity to have this kind of analysis
from the Department of Defense they
have resisted providing over the years.

In fact, in the 1998 Secretary’s report
on BRAC, it said additional rounds of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

BRAC in the years 2001 and 2005—that
would be contingent on two rounds—
would yield $21 billion in the years 2008
to 2015, the period covered by the QDR,
and $3 billion every year thereafter.

But that is contradicted by the re-
port by the Defense Department in 1999
with respect to BRAC savings. It says
with four BRAC rounds between 1995
and 1998, DOD invested approximately
$22.5 billion to close and realign 152 in-
stallations. So it costs as much to
close those bases as what they are pro-
jecting for savings from another two
rounds in the future.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Ms. SNOWE. One additional minute.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I yield
the Senator 1 additional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection.

Ms. SNOWE. The real challenge and
the problem with these base closing
rounds has been the fact that they are
costing far more than what the Defense
Department anticipated. I think it is
important for us to have the informa-
tion and the verification from the De-
fense Department as to exactly what
they have saved and how much it has
cost and what they anticipate in the
future. In addition, they have not even
completed the four previous rounds.
They have yet to be totally imple-
mented. So we could be incurring addi-
tional costs.

Of course, the final dimension to the
whole problem is all of the contingency
operations. We have had 25 contingency
operations that have cost the Defense
Department more than $20 billion.
That has impacted readiness and mod-
ernization.

I say to this administration that per-
haps if they had more clear objectives
with respect to these operations, we
could contain the costs, but we should
not put pressure on reducing our do-
mestic infrastructure if we are going to
have more contingency operations in
the future that demand the use of our
domestic installations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired

The Senator from Nebraska is recog-
nized for 12 minutes.

Mr. HAGEL. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I rise to strongly sup-
port the McCain-Levin amendment.
The arguments that have been made
this morning and this afternoon, I be-
lieve, speak rather clearly and directly
to why this amendment is worthy of
our colleagues’ support today.

I also wish to express my strong sup-
port for S. 1059, the fiscal year 2000 De-
partment of Defense authorization bill
being debated here on the floor of the
Senate.

The first responsibility of our Gov-
ernment is to provide for a strong na-
tional defense to protect America’s se-
curity interests. The primary responsi-
bility of elected officials is to provide
the leadership and the wisdom to en-
sure it is used in the best interests of
the American people.
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The percent of the gross domestic
product we spend today on defense is
lower than what it was just prior to the
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. At
the end of the cold war, there was ex-
cited talk about the peace dividend
that would come, of course, from the
decline in East-West conflict as a re-
sult of the implosion of the Soviet
Union and the reduction in defense
spending that, of course, would logi-
cally follow.

There was also talk about a new
global order. Some suggested that war
might be obsolete, thanks to the break-
out of democracy around the globe.
This all sounded hauntingly familiar to
the end of World War I and other peri-
ods in the history of the world. But
there is a peace dividend. That divi-
dend is the new freedoms and opportu-
nities that have resulted from the
peace and stability America and her al-
lies won over the last 50 years.

If we step back for a moment and re-
view Korea, Vietnam, the Persian Gulf,
we understand in some rather direct
terms what our stand and our allies’
stand in those three areas of the world
meant to stability, to commitment, to
using our forces in a positive way that,
in fact, stood for what was right in the
world.

I am a veteran of Vietnam. I served
in Vietnam in 1968, and I have heard
many times of the stories written and
the debate about whether it was a
wasted effort in Vietnam. I have re-
sponded this way: If America had not
taken a stand in Vietnam, aside from
how we executed and prosecuted the
war—if we had not taken a stand in
Korea, Vietnam, and the Persian Gulf,
does anyone doubt that the face of
Asia, the face of the Middle East would
be different than it is today? Of course
it would be. Would it be more in the in-
terest of freedom and stability and de-
mocracy and market economies than it
is today? I don’t think so.

So, you see, it is not only having the
ability to protect our interests and pre-
serve freedom and democracy, but the
will and the leadership to make that
commitment is just as important.
There are new challenges and new re-
sponsibilities today that we face, as
the new dynamic world always pro-
vides, as we move into the next millen-
nium.

During the cold war, we confronted
one adversary on several fronts. Today,
we confront several adversaries on sev-
eral fronts. One of the concerns that we
must be very vigilant about over the
next few years is not placing America’s
interests in the world in a position to
be blackmailed by nations who would
threaten those interests by threatening
to use a weapon of mass destruction
and for us, essentially, not only to be
militarily incapable of responding to
that blackmail and not having the
leadership and the will to say we are
not going to do that, that isn’t going to
happen. Actions have consequences. In-
actions have consequences.

America and her allies have done
very well over the last 50 years to help
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stabilize a very unstable world. Partly,
that has been the result of our word
meaning something, our commitment
meaning something. But if we don’t
have the military assets and the re-
sources to be able to call upon that ca-
pacity to stop tyranny and war and in-
stability, then in fact we place Amer-
ica in a terrible position and we threat-
en America’s security through the pos-
sibility of blackmail.

We must harbor our national defense
resources wisely, of course. But when
we do use them, we must follow the
principles of the Powell doctrine: Over-
whelming force deployed decisively in
the pursuit of clear objectives.

Rebuilding our military will not be
cheap. America needs to understand
that. This bill heads us in the right di-
rection, but much more is going to be
required. We must not and we cannot
build our military based on budget caps
or spending goals. Military spending
must be based on the threats and chal-
lenges we face in the world today. We
must protect our interests and help
maintain global stability to ensure our
long-term growth and prosperity.

The defense budget must flow from
our national security interests, not the
other way around. The budget cannot
drive our national security interests.
Our national security interests must
drive the budget. If we must find other
means to take those resources and put
them in our national security budget,
then we must do that. That will re-
quire prioritizing our budget, our re-
sources. It will prioritize what we as
Americans believe our role in the world
to be.

Every year, the nondefense nondis-
cretionary budget grows. You have
heard the numbers in the last 2 days
around here. For the last 14 years, our
defense budget has grown smaller. We
have cut our defense budget over the
last 14 years. Every year, these other
needs crowd out other spending prior-
ities. Nondiscretionary entitlement
programs are important, but they do us
little good if the military is cut back
to the point that our interests are
threatened around the world: oil sup-
plies are cut off, sealanes are blocked,
citizens and corporations abroad are
threatened, and our economy declines.

We must look for savings in the DOD
budget, of course, push for greater re-
forms, seek greater efficiencies, and
tailor our military for future chal-
lenges. But we also must be willing to
spend as much as we need to protect
our interests in this very uncertain,
dangerous world. Having a strong, ca-
pable military is only half of the chal-
lenge. We must also have strong, capa-
ble political leadership. That leader-
ship must have the respect of the
world, so that the world knows that
that leadership of ours can connect the
military capability that we employ;
knowing when and where to use our
military. Strong leadership, anchored
by clear principles, beliefs, vision, and
policy, has always had its own deter-
rent power.
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Dictators fear strong leaders because
they know strong leaders will act—de-
spite public opinion polls, focus groups,
short-term political gains, or leverage.
Leaders understand that actions have
consequences, and that inaction has
consequences.

Last week, King Abdullah from Jor-
dan was here and spoke rather clearly
and plainly to this issue regarding
NATO’s involvement in Kosovo. These
are difficult times, but so have they al-
ways been. The real debate that will
consume the American electorate next
year, and the Presidential politics and
this body next year, will be simply:
What is America’s role in the world?
What leadership do we care to con-
tinue? We must recognize that if an-
other country is to replace America as
the world’s leader, that new world lead-
er may not be as benevolent as Amer-
ica has been in this century.

I don’t want that kind of a world to
be inherited by my 6-year-old and 8-
year-old. Richard Haas’ new book, ‘‘Re-
luctant Sheriff: The U.S. After the Cold
War,” lays it out clearly. That ques-
tion about the role of America in the
next century is a legitimate question.
There should be a relevant debate, with
the relevant questions asked: What
burdens do we want to carry into the
next century? Is it worth taking a dis-
proportionate share of the world’s bur-
dens, which we have always had? I be-
lieve it is.

Henry Kissinger’s piece in this
week’s Newsweek magazine, ‘‘New
World Disorder,” speaks to this issue.
Unexpected events happen in the world
daily. For example, last Sunday, a Chi-
nese intelligence ship was sunk in the
South China Sea. Supposedly, the Phil-
ippine Navy sunk it in an area that is
contested. That is how fast flashpoints
can bring world powers into conflict.

We need to commit ourselves now to
rebuilding the U.S. military, re-
asserting ourselves on the world stage,
and accepting the burdens that come
with leadership.

Can we imagine Harry Truman,
Dwight Eisenhower, John Kennedy, or
Ronald Reagan whining about the bur-
dens of leadership, whining about, well,
I don’t know what the polls show or the
focus groups show. Can we imagine
those leaders governing and doing what
they thought was in the best interest
of our Nation and the world based on
the political whims and winds of the
time? I don’t think so.

America must continue to serve as
the rock to which other democracies
around the world can anchor. We must
also continue to serve as the beacon of
freedom and justice for other nations
and other peoples. America has always
inspired hope around the world, but we
cannot lead the world without a strong
national defense.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum, and I ask unanimous consent
that the time be equally divided.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, once
again we have a BRAC authorization
measure before us. And once again the
same deficiencies that led to the far-
reaching political distortion of the
prior, so-called ‘‘independent’” BRAC
commissions, are ignored.

I voted against the first BRAC au-
thorization back in February 1989. At
the time, I was one of only eight sen-
ators opposing the measure because, I
said, it could not avoid political tam-
pering. I was hoping to have been prov-
en wrong. Unfortunately, I was not.

The proposal of my distinguished col-
leagues, Senators MCCAIN and LEVIN, is
well-intended. There is no question
that a properly run BRAC outcome
could lead to funds freed up for force
modernization, military pay increases,
and many other badly needed defense
needs, not the least of which is readi-
ness. But it’s not the motivation of my
colleagues that I worry about. Rather,
I still question whether this process
can be completely objective. Whoever
occupies the White House is also likely
to be misguided by the same kind of
outside pressures and political inter-
ests that characterized the previous
BRAC disasters.

And, on a more parochial note, I am
simply not going to vote to put my
home state through this process again.
We have proven over and over and over
again that Hill Air Force Base and the
other military installations based in
my state are efficient, productive, and
high quality. I am not going to vote to
make them prove it again in a forum
where the deck may already be
stacked.

So with all due respect to my col-
league from Arizona, I cannot support
this amendment.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I have
listened carefully to the current debate
on the pending amendment which au-
thorizes a round of military base clos-
ings commencing in 2001. At this time
I do not support a further round of base
closings. Therefore, I oppose this
amendment for the following reasons.

I have repeatedly asked the Depart-
ment of Defense, military bases in the
Commonwealth of Kentucky, and the
Kentucky Department of Military Af-
fairs for information and proof that the
past rounds of base closings have pro-
duced any savings to the Department
of Defense or the U.S. taxpayer. After
repeatedly asking for this information
to prove this point, it has not been pro-
vided to me. Therefore, I need to see
proof in savings and these savings need
to be in ‘‘real” terms and without any
accounting gimmicks and projected
budgetary outcomes based on guess-
work.
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Many criticize the Department of De-
fense’s current accounting measures.
They say these accounting measures
are not soundly based and that these
measures are used in decisions which
result in an unjust imbalance between
our military base infrastructure and
the rest of the military. Just because
the Department of Defense is reduced
in certain areas by a certain percent-
age, doesn’t mean that our military
base infrastructure should be cut at
the same percentage level. The Depart-
ment of Defense needs to measure any
downsizing of our military base infra-
structure in a formulaic way rather
that just an across the board cut done
blindly and foolishly.

Also, I am not convinced that if sav-
ings were found from past base clos-
ings, that the bases in Kentucky, Ft.
Knox and Ft. Campbell, would be pro-
tected and strengthened. I have re-
cently been told by the U.S. Army that
these bases would not be harmed and
that they would benefit from any fu-
ture rounds of closings. The U.S. Army
talked of these bases as being leading
posts in their branches. However, I
have not seen any new strengths added
to these bases from past closings and I
have not been told of any specific mis-
sions which would be added to those
bases in Kentucky. I need reassurance
from the U.S. Army that these posts
will be protected by seeing the future
plans for these posts and the specific
missions which would be added to
them.

Furthermore, I am not convinced
that our military in its current state
can do more with less. We are in a tan-
gled mission in Yugoslavia, we have
major troop deployments around the
Korean peninsula and around Iraq, and
we have U.S. troops scattered amongst
some 40 other spots elsewhere in the
world. Our deployments have increased
dramatically over the past decade. If
this trend of increased deployments
continues, I cannot see the rationality
of downsizing our military base struc-
ture in the midst of this pattern which
seems to have no end.

In conclusion, I have not seen savings
from past military base closings. Even
if I was convinced there were savings, 1
am not convinced that the military
bases and the soldiers that serve and
work at those bases in Kentucky would
be protected. I am concerned about
minimizing our base structure while
our soldiers and military do more with
less. Also, past base closings have been
politicized at the Presidential level and
I fear the process may continue down
that path again.

Because of these reasons, I oppose
this amendment which authorizes an-
other round of base closings.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise in opposition to the amendment of-
fered by Senators McCCAIN and LEVIN
authorizing a new round of base clo-
sures. As the senior Senator from the
state that has suffered the greatest im-
pact from the previous rounds, I be-
lieve that the base closure process is
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deeply flawed and fundamentally un-
fair.

The first four rounds of base closure
occurred too rapidly and too little ef-
fort was made to protect local commu-
nities from devastating lob loss and
economic hardship. For those who say
that adverse local impact is a nec-
essary consequence of reducing mili-
tary infrastructure, I would like to de-
scribe how this process has effected
California where since the first BRAC
round in 1988, 29 bases in California
have been scheduled for closure or re-
alignment.

Some claim that the process has been
streamlined and every effort has been
made to expedite the transfer of bases
to the local community. I have also
heard claims that base closure can be a
boon to the community by bringing
new opportunities for job creation and
economic development.

Now let’s look at the facts. The Cali-
fornia Trade and Commerce Agency es-
timates that the four rounds of BRAC
cost 97,337 military and civilian jobs.
How many have been created? Less
than 17,000. That is a net job loss of
more than 80,000 jobs.

The reason we are not seeing job cre-
ation or economic growth is because
the land is simply not being trans-
ferred to the local communities as was
originally planned. The process is so
slow and bureaucratic that years go by
before any development can be done on
the closed bases.

Again, the numbers prove this. The 29
closed bases represents 77,269 acres of
land. The Federal Government has re-
tained almost 25,000 for itself and 30,000
acres have yet to be transferred. That
means that local communities have
had access to less than 30 percent of
the property that should have been
made available to them. It is difficult
to create jobs or stimulate economic
growth without the land to do it.

That is the big picture of how the
State of California has been impacted
by the base closure process. Here is the
impact at the local level.

Every member of this body who has
had a major base close in his or her
state can tell a base closure horror
story, but I believe the magnitude of
the loss that the city of Long Beach
has faced makes it unique. In fact, if
Long Beach were a state, it would rank
in the top five in terms of the number
of jobs lost due to base closure.

The Long Beach Naval Station was
closed as part of BRAC 1991. This re-
sulted in the loss of more than 8,500
military and civilian jobs. The direct
loss of wage and contract was $400 mil-
lion with an estimated economic loss of
another $1 billion annually.

As the city struggled to deal with
this devastating blow, the federal gov-
ernment dealt it another. In 1995, the
Long Beach Naval Shipyard was sched-
uled for closure. The job loss from this
action has been more than 4,000 and it
has caused another $1 billion in total
economic loss.

The city’s woes continued during ne-
gotiations with the Navy on the terms
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of the conveyance of the Naval Hos-
pital. In 1964, the city had sold the
property to the Navy for $10. Long
Beach had a growing naval community
and the Navy had, in large part, been a
good neighbor. In recent years, that
has proven not to be the case. The
Navy demanded $8.5 million for the
property. The same piece of property
that the city gave to them for $10. In
an effort to get the conveyance process
moving, the city reluctantly agreed to
the price.

Now, at a time when the Clinton ad-
ministration is proposing that all cur-
rent and future economic development
conveyances be done at no cost, the De-
partment of Defense has thus far re-
fused to renegotiate the deal. It ap-
pears that the Pentagon, with a budget
in excess of $250 billion, has a greater
need for the $38.5 million than Long
Beach with a budget of just $330 mil-
lion.

This is only one example of the mul-
titude of problems with base closure. It
is an inefficient, bureaucratic, and in-
effective process. I believe this is the
wrong time to authorize a new round of
closure. All we would be doing is fol-
lowing one flawed procedure with an-
other.

As California’s example shows, local
communities have not been given the
opportunity to recover from the four
previous rounds. Delays caused by lack
of funding and red tape have prevented
the completion of land transfers and
the beginning of reuse.

I believe it is essential that we allow
enough time for the base closures of
the 1990’s to run their course before we
deal them the challenges of the 2lst
century closures. If nothing else, we
owe that to our local governments. I
urge the defeat of this amendment.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I wonder
if the good Senator from New Hamp-
shire would consider yielding me 3
minutes of his time so we can preserve
the 10 minutes that we have left for
Senator MCCAIN who I understand is on
his way over.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I yield
3 minutes to the opposition side.

Mr. LEVIN. I greatly appreciate that.

Mr. President, we have had several
years of debate now about the Presi-
dent’s alleged role in the last base clo-
sure round on the privatization-in-
place proposals for Sacramento and
San Antonio. This just simply cannot
be allowed to be an issue, and it should
no longer be an issue. Because of the
hard work of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, we just resolved the depot issue
in a fair way.

Our amendment deals with the pri-
vatization-in-place issue by including
language for the 2001 BRAC round that
would allow privatization-in-place clos-
ing of a military installation only
when it is recommended explicitly by
the Base Closure Commission and when
it is the most cost-effective approach.

Our amendment also ensures the en-
tire BRAC process takes place after the
next administration is in office. The
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base closure statute explicitly recog-
nizes already that the President can
decide whether or not to have a BRAC
round, and he can decide not to have a
BRAC round simply by deciding not to
nominate BRAC commissioners. If the
new President decides not to have a
BRAC round, he simply will not nomi-
nate the new commissioners. If there is
a BRAC round, the new Secretary of
Defense will oversee the process of the
statutory steps in the round done
under the new administration under
the timetable which is in this amend-
ment.

Short of banning people from even
thinking about base closures until 2001,
there is just really nothing more that
can be done to ensure that there will be
no politicization at all. I know there
were strong feelings on the 1995 round.
But I don’t think we should keep pun-
ishing the taxpayers and keep spending
money which we need for the men and
women in uniform to have the right
pay and the right equipment by con-
tinuing to raise the allegations which
were leveled about the Sacramento and
San Antonio actions.

As it turned out, by the way, things
came out quite well. The bidding team
that represented the privatization in
place of those two facilities lost during
a competitive bidding process.

We have to be willing to take the
heat. We can no longer just say that
the last round was politicized if, in
fact, it was cured in the next round. We
just cannot eternally and constantly
look back at these allegations and de-
bate what may or may not have hap-
pened in the 1995 round as an excuse for
not doing our duty here in 1999 in
terms of saving the money, which is so
essential if we are going to have the de-
fense budget rationally devoted and ra-
tionally spent. We are talking here
about a significant chunk of money.
We cannot waste this money. Our uni-
formed personnel and our civilian lead-
ership are pleading with us to author-
ize an additional base closing round.
This amendment assures that it is the
next administration—not this one—
which will determine whether to pro-
ceed with a base closing round. All we
would be doing is authorizing it. The
next administration would be the one
that would be administering this next
round. It would not be this administra-
tion.

The timetable that we put in here
assures every single statutory step,
from picking the commissioners to do
the work that is necessary to sending
in the recommendations. All of that
will take place with the new President
and not with this President.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I could
inquire about time. It is 1:30 now; are
we scheduled to vote on base closure at
1:45?

Mr. LEVIN. The majority leader is
correct.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I have fol-
lowed the base closure recommenda-
tions, the so-called BRAC issues, for
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many years, going back to my years in
the House. We have been down this old
BRAC road several times before. I have
always been opposed to this approach.

I remember standing in the center
well of the House years ago, talking to
Congressman ARMEY of Texas. He was
talking about his concept. I told him
that I thought it was an abdication of
responsibility, but if he wanted to pur-
sue it, here is how to do it, and here is
how it has to come through the Rules
Committee. He took notes copiously
and pursued it and it went through.

I think this is one more example
where we and the administrations are
avoiding the tough choices. For years,
for 100 years, when there was a need to
close a base, the administration, the
Pentagon, the Department of Defense
sent up recommendations of surplus or
unneeded bases that Congress, through
the authorization process, appropria-
tions process, considered those rec-
ommendations and made a decision to
close them or not.

Over the years, as it became more
and more difficult to close remaining
bases or to make increasingly tough
decisions, these so-called BRAC rounds
gained popularity and were pushed and,
in fact, passed through the Congress. I
don’t think this is the way it should be
done and I maintain it has not worked
well.

In many cases, bases were closed, in-
cluding several in my State. I go quite
often now to those former bases as we
continue to work to get new business
and industry to come into those facili-
ties. The tough decisions were made.
We did our job.

So the first thing I recommended is
let’s do our job. I discussed that with
Secretary of Defense Cohen and he, of
course, smiled and said yes, but we
probably won’t get them closed.

I believe if the case is made and they
recommend a surplus, that could be
done—maybe not as many as they
would like, but the process is there and
we should honor that process.

We have had these base closure pro-
ceedings in the past. They have been
painful. They cause tremendous up-
heavals in the defense community. In
the communities where it happens,
millions of dollars have been spent try-
ing to defend against closures or, once
a closure decision has been made, try-
ing to find a way to make use of the
base.

For such communities, losing a base
is more than just an economic loss; it
is an emotional loss and a blow to the
core of their identity. These are just
not nameless, faceless people involved.
In most military communities, per-
sonnel from the base are church lead-
ers, little league coaches, and scout
masters, not just men and women with
money to spend. Communities that lose
a base lose much more than economic
well-being; they lose friends, neighbors,
and community leaders. I think it is
very important that we remember
what this process does to communities
and to the people who are involved.
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I maintain the ones that we have had
in the past have worked pretty well, al-
though some bases are still not fully
closed. The environmental cleanups
have not happened in other instances.
Many of these facilities, now, are just
sitting there.

I recommend before we go to another
round, if we ever do, of base closures,
we ought to let the ones that have al-
ready been recommended fully run out
the string. Let’s see what we have
saved.

I am told a good bit of money will be
saved this year from the base closures.
But if you read the little asterisk down
at the bottom, it doesn’t include, for
instance, environmental cleanup costs.

So if you look at the impact this has
had on our communities, on our de-
fense installations, and what has actu-
ally come from it, I think it is not good
judgment to go forward with another
round now. Think about what we are
doing. Think about the timing.

Here we are at a time when our de-
fense capabilities are being stretched
to the maximum steaming time, time
our men and women are out on ships
and they are on remote assignments, at
a time when our troops are in combat
this very day, we are talking about
closing installations or closing facili-
ties back here at home.

Also, a side note: Just last week we
passed a bill that provided money for
construction of more military facilities
in Europe, so we are going to be adding
a half billion dollars in new construc-
tion in Europe. Maybe it is needed.
Maybe that says we have acted too
hastily in drawing down in Europe. We
allowed our facilities—the runways,
the air traffic control towers, the hous-
ing facilities—to deteriorate even
there. But at a time when we are going
to be spending money in Europe, we are
talking about cutting back here at
home. Are American servicemembers
going to return to find that while the
bases overseas are being rebuilt there
are ‘“‘For Rent” signs on the ones they
left back home in the United States?

I think, first of all, the whole idea of
doing it through a commission is not
wise. Second, I do not think we have
completed the process of the base clo-
sure decisions that have already been
made. Third, the timing could not be
worse.

Let’s look at this more. Let’s make
sure we can stop the free fall our de-
fense has been going through in readi-
ness, in morale of our troops, in re-
cruitment and retention. It is just one
more factor that can serve as a dis-
couragement to our men and women in
the military. Some people say, let’s go
ahead and do it, the Department of De-
fense wants to do it this way—instead
of doing their job, in my opinion—and
it probably will not affect me.

I have a list I recommend Senators
review before they cast their votes.
This list will be available in the Sen-
ators’ cloakrooms. I will have them on
desks. I will have it in my hand. Look
at the bases that were on the list that
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were not closed in the past. These will
be the ones that probably would be
first choice to be reviewed again. Just
in the State of California, you are talk-
ing about 15 facilities. It covers the en-
tire country. It covers facilities in al-
most every State.

When I look down this list, it really
scares me, the facilities that could be
considered for closing, what it would
do in those communities and what it
would do to our military capabilities.
So take a look at this list before you
cast this vote. Maybe sometime in the
future we will need to take another
look at it.

But I still think there is fallout from
the fact that the last closure did be-
come tangled up in political decisions.
There is a very strong feeling that
some of the decisions recommended by
the BRAC were changed or evaded sub-
sequently. I remember Secretary of De-
fense Cohen believing very strongly he
was not given the information he was
entitled to when the Base Closure Com-
mission was acting involving the State
of Maine. We need to spend more time
thinking about this. We should get
over this hump we are at right now of
our military capability and the in-
volvement we have now in the Balkans.
Maybe another year.

I will tell you what I think we ought
to do. Let’s try doing it the way it was
done for 100 years. Let’s try doing it
through the normal process. I support
commissions sometimes. I guess the
day might come when I would support
one in this area. But I do not think this
is the right time and I do not think
this is the right way to go about it.

If the DOD feels further base closures
are needed, the most logical solution I
see is for the Pentagon to identify
bases it no longer decides are necessary
and submit these findings to us. Show
the Congress where the redundancy and
obsolescence are. I have full faith that
this body is capable of looking objec-
tively at our defense needs and deter-
mining whether a base has outlived its
usefulness.

Where is accountability in the BRAC
process? We in Congress should not be
abdicating congressional authority to
some ad hoc commission. In this time
of severe military drawdowns and aus-
tere budget cuts, I think it is all too
easy for us to pass the buck and allow
a commission, which has no obligation
to answer to any constituency, to fur-
ther strip our military. I do not think
we were elected to leave all the dif-
ficult choices to a special commission.
The average American feels very
strongly about our national defense,
and its important that the buck stops
here when it comes to ensuring our
military readiness.

So I urge my colleagues, before they
vote, look at this list. Think carefully
about what you are doing. Can we be
assured this will be done in a totally
objective way? What will be its impact
on our military right now? I thank the
chairman of the committee, Senator
WARNER, for his thoughtfulness in this
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area. He has generally, in the past,
been supportive of this effort, even
when it affected his own State. He has
stood up and said, We will do our own
part. You have to commend him for
that. But he, this time, has said this is
not the right time; maybe another day,
maybe another way, but not now.

That is what I hope the Senate will
do. I hope the Senate will vote against
this next round at this time.

I might emphasize, earlier on there
was a recommendation we have two
rounds, 2001-2005. It was considered we
would exclude certain areas and allow
the others to go forward. I think the
principle of that is wrong. My own
State might be exempted and every-
body else might have to deal with it—
that is wrong. We should not do things
that way. We should have a fair,
across-the-board policy. I think that is
the way we should do it.

I yield to the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, it is in-
teresting the leader brings up ‘‘the old-
fashioned way,” because when I was
Secretary of the Navy, circa 1971, 1972,
1973, I closed the Boston Naval Ship-
yvard and the destroyer base, where
Senator JACK REED and Senator
CHAFEE were very much interested in
that. We did it the old-fashioned way. I
must say we came down here and we
had hearings. I remember in the caucus
room, Senators Pastore and Pell sat
there and grilled me and the Chief of
Naval Operations for the better part of
a day. But it worked out. So there is a
precedent for doing it the old-fashioned
way.

I say to my distinguished leader, I
was the coauthor of the first BRAC bill
and the second BRAC bill. But the
commission concept was predicated on
trust and fairness. Regrettably, Mr.
Leader, that was lost in the last round
when, as you know, in the California
and Texas situations, the sticky finger-
prints of politics got in there.

Mr. LOTT. Yes.

Mr. WARNER. Therefore, all the
communities across the country, once
a BRAC process is initiated, they go to
general quarters and they hire these
expensive lobbyists and all types of
people to try to make sure their case,
should it work its way up through the
system, is treated fairly. That is all
they really ask. Unless there is trust in
the system, we cannot achieve a com-
mission concept of closures.

Maybe we can induce the Secretary
of Defense to try it the old-fashioned
way and give it a shot. I commit to
work fairly and objectively if you put
it right on the table. I thank the leader
for his strong position.

Mr. LOTT. I thank Senator WARNER.

Let me point out another instance of
another Secretary of the Navy, Senator
CHAFEE of Rhode Island. When he was
Secretary of the Navy, the decision was
made, and it was very difficult, but the
decision was made to basically moth-
ball the Davisville, RI, Seabee base. I
think it is still maintained in a state of
readiness, but the number of troops
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and employees were substantially re-
duced. But he had done his job. We
have done our job in the past without a
commission.

By the way, right now there are law-
yers and various people going around
the States saying, get ready, there is
going to be another BRAC, you better
hire me so I can make sure your case is
made. I think that is wrong and I
thank you for your leadership on this
issue.

Mr. President, I urge the Members to
vote against this base closure commis-
sion proposal. I have always opposed
this procedure. I opposed it in the
House in the eighties, even though I re-
member talking to Congressman
ARMEY from Texas about the merits
and demerits and how he could proceed
to get it done. He did it quite well.

We have been through not one, not
two, but 2% rounds of base closure
commissions. I think it is wrong in
principle, because we are abdicating,
once again, our responsibility to make
decisions about what is best for a
strong national defense to a commis-
sion. For 100 years, if bases, depots, or
facilities needed to be closed, the De-
partment of Defense made rec-
ommendations to Congress, the Appro-
priations Committee reviewed the rec-
ommendations and made decisions, and
bases and facilities were closed. I know
of three in my own State of Mississippi
that were closed in the fifties and six-
ties, probably with good justification.

I can remember when the Secretary
of the Navy was JOHN WARNER of Vir-
ginia. Some tough decisions were
made, recommendations were made to
the Congress, and facilities were
closed. The same thing occurred when
Senator CHAFEE was Secretary of the
Navy. That system worked for 100
years. Some 15 or 20 years ago, it got
harder and harder to get Congress to go
along with this and the commission
idea came along.

I think we ought to go back and do it
the way it was originally intended.
Let’s do our job. I think when Members
say we will never have any facilities
closed, history belies that fact.

My next point is, we have been
through these 2% rounds. They were a
terrible experience for the commu-
nities and for the States involved that
have facilities that are impacted. I
maintain that we haven’t yet quite felt
the impact or gotten the benefit of the
base closure rounds that have already
been done. We still have facilities that
have not been completely closed or the
environmental cleanup has not been
accomplished. We don’t know whether
we really saved money or not.

I urge we not go to another round
until we have been able to assess com-
pletely how the earlier rounds worked
or didn’t work, what the cleanup costs
were, what the real impact was on the
communities.

I must say, the timing is terrible, at
a time when we are asking our military
men and women for more and more in
terms of steaming time, time spent on
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remote assignments, and, in fact, at
this very moment Americans are in-
volved in a bombing campaign in the
Balkans.

Just last week we passed legislation
providing about half a billion dollars to
add to facilities in Europe. At a time
when we are spending more money for
facilities in Europe to upgrade or re-
place facilities that probably we should
have already done, we are talking
about setting up a process to close
them in the United States. I don’t
think that is very wise.

It also comes at a time when our
readiness is falling, when our retention
and recruitment is declining. We are
trying to do something about that by
adding some money for readiness and
for the future needs of the military, to
increase the pay for our military men
and women. This is just one more little
stick in the eye that will affect, I
think, adversely, the morale of our
military men and women.

Finally, and not the least, I maintain
that last time politics got very much
involved in the base closure round.
Bases that were supposed to be closed
in California and Texas found a way to
evade that. It was not just one or two
States; it happened in several different
places. I don’t think the system
worked very well.

I don’t think we should do this now.
I think we ought to wait and assess
what has happened, do it at a time
when we are not basically at war. Let’s
wait until the next administration
comes in. We don’t know whether it
will be Republican or Democrat. Let’s
take a look at this thing in 2001. If, in
fact, we haven’t been able to get rid of
some of the excess or unneeded facili-
ties, and if we are not at war, if we
have been able to turn around our
needs for readiness and the morale and
retention of our troops, I will take a
look at it. I don’t think this is the
right thing to do. I don’t think it is the
right time. I think it is wrong in prin-
ciple.

I could have probably found a way to
limit this base closure in a way that
would have been responsible, and it
would also probably have spared my
own State, but I thought that was
wrong. I don’t think I ought to be try-
ing to find a way to spare my own situ-
ation and let others bear the brunt of
the decision. We ought to do it all the
way or not.

What we ought to do is let the Pen-
tagon make the recommendations and
act on them.

Finally, any Members who think this
is fine, don’t worry, it will affect some-
body else, I have a list here of bases,
depots, and facilities that were on the
list of earlier base closure rounds that
were not closed. These are the likely
facilities to be affected. This is not a
free vote in isolation, where Members
can let somebody else pay the piper.
Members can take a look and see how
it would impact New York or Michigan
or Ohio before casting a vote. Ask
yourself when you look at the facili-
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ties: Are these excess? Are these
unneeded facilities? I think that might
affect your decision.

We should defeat this. We should go
on and pass this very good defense au-
thorization bill that has been devel-
oped by the committee, without this
provision in there.

Maybe another day, another time,
would see it differently or we would
need to vote differently, but not here
and now. I urge the defeat of the base
closure commission amendment.

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
VOINOVICH). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak on the
amendment for approximately 5 min-
utes. I probably will not take that
long.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, all I can
assume is that perhaps this vote may
be getting close because a list was dis-
tributed, which can only be to try to
frighten Members, which has no basis
in anything except the imagination of
some Senate staffer. It is really unfor-
tunate we have to get into this kind of
damn foolishness. I mean really, this is
just foolishness. It does not have my
State on it, yet three bases were ‘‘con-
sidered” by BRAC between 1991 and
1995. Whoever is responsible for this
really ought to be a little ashamed—a
little ashamed, maybe.

The process exists. It was used be-
fore. Every single expert, whether they
be inside or outside the military—un-
less they are a Member of Congress—
says that we have to close bases. Find
me one, find me one military expert,
former Secretary of Defense, any gen-
eral, any admiral, any expert, anyone
from a think tank, right or left on the
political spectrum, Heritage Founda-
tion, Brookings—find one. Find one
who does not say we have too many
bases and we have to go through a pro-
cedure to close them. This procedure
was used in years past.

Strangely enough, strangely enough
we have arguments like it costs more
money to close bases than it does to
keep them open. If that is the case, we
ought to build more bases. If that is
the case, we never should have closed
the bases after World War II. The fact
is, that has saved billions and will save
billions.

We have young men and women at
risk all over the world who are not
properly equipped, who are not prop-
erly trained, who are leaving the mili-
tary—11,000 people on food stamps and
we have not even got the nerve and the
political will, some might even say
guts, to do the right thing. The right
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thing is to save money, transfer that
money to the men and women in the
military who are serving under very
difficult conditions with equipment
that has not been modernized, with a
readiness level that we have not seen
since the 1970s, and morale at an all-
time low. Meanwhile, our commit-
ments grow and grow and grow.

I guess, given this incredible, bizarre
list that some intellectually dishonest
staffer—intellectually dishonest staffer
compiled, we will probably lose this
vote. But I tell you, this will not be a
bright and shining hour for the Senate
of the United States of America.

I yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, just to
advise the Senate, there is a likelihood
the Senator from Washington will be
recognized for an amendment at the
completion of this vote. It is still being
worked on, but we hope to be able to
accommodate the Senator.

The pending business, of course, at
the end of the vote, would be the Lott
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Do we have any time left
on this amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired on this amendment.

Mr. LEVIN. I ask unanimous consent
for a minute for the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I will
not be supporting the McCain amend-
ment. I am not supporting it for a very
simple reason. I felt the BRAC method
was very political. It was hyped as: Oh,
this is nonpolitical; it is going to be
based on the merits.

I was not at all convinced that was
the case. When you really sat down
afterwards and picked the winners and
losers, it was pretty clear that a lot
went into that decision that was polit-
ical.

Second, we have not seen, as the Sen-
ator from Maine, Ms. SNOWE, has stat-
ed, the kind of savings that we were
promised because bases were closed and
then their missions were recreated
somewhere else.

California got hit so hard I could not
even begin to tell you the over-
whelming economic impact that we
have taken. We still have bases, I say
to my friends, that are sitting there
that have not even been cleaned up and
cannot be reused.

So I will not be supporting the
McCain amendment. I hope it will not
pass. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 393.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The result was announced, yeas 40,
nays 60, as follows:



S6010

[Rollcall Vote No. 147 Leg.]

YEAS—40

Ashcroft Hollings Moynihan
Bayh Jeffords Reed
Biden Kennedy Reid
Bond Kerrey Robb
Bryan Kerry Rockefeller
Byrd Kohl Roth
Chafee Kyl q Santorum
DeWine Landrieu N
Feingold Leahy ,?,ﬁlolglp(sg?
Gramm Levin X X

X Voinovich
Grams Lieberman
Grassley Lincoln Wellstone
Hagel Lugar Wyden
Harkin McCain

NAYS—60
Abraham Dodd Lott
Akaka Domenici Mack
Allard Dorgan McConnell
Baucus Durbin Mikulski
Bennett Edwards Murkowski
Bingaman Enzi Murray
Boxer Feinstein Nickles
Breaux Fitzgerald Roberts
Brownback Frist Sarbanes
Bunning Gorton Schumer
Burns Graham Sessions
Campbell Gregg Shelby
Cleland Hatch Smith (NH)
Cochran Helms Snowe
Collins Hutchinson Specter
Conrad Hutchison Stevens
Coverdell Inhofe Thomas
Craig Inouye Thurmond
Crapo Johnson Torricelli
Daschle Lautenberg Warner
The amendment (No. 393) was re-

jected.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. LEVIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am
ready to propound a unanimous con-
sent request. I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate now consider an
amendment by the Senator from Wash-
ington, Mrs. MURRAY, an amendment
re: DOD privately funded abortions,
that there be 1 hour for debate prior to
a motion to table, with the time equal-
ly divided and controlled, with no in-
tervening amendment in order prior to
the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
GREGG). Is there objection?

Mr. GRAMM. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. President, may I propound
a request to the chairman?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
chairman yields the floor for that pur-
pose.

Mr. WARNER. I will do that.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, as you
know, it takes unanimous consent to
allow the Murray amendment to come
forward. Any person can object, be-
cause you have two amendments pend-
ing. I have, I believe, worked out an
agreement with the distinguished
ranking member to have the vote on
the reconsideration of the amendment,
where there was a tie vote yesterday,
occur either at 5 or after the disposi-
tion of the Kerrey amendment, which-
ever is sooner. If that could be added to
your unanimous consent request, I
think that would be agreeable to both
sides. I have no objection to Senator
MURRAY bringing her amendment up. I
simply do not want to leave this mat-
ter pending past 5 o’clock, if we can
avoid it.

(Mr.
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Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish
to accommodate the Senator. I pre-
sume you would want 3 minutes for
each side to speak to the amendment
prior to that vote taking place.

Mr. GRAMM. I would be willing to do
that. But, quite frankly, we had a time
limit. It has been exhausted. If it would
accommodate the body, I would agree
to just have the vote.

Mr. WARNER. My understanding is
the Senator from Michigan does not de-
sire any time.

Mr. LEVIN. Neither one of us is ask-

ing for it.

Mr. GRAMM. I think we have made
our cases.

Mr. WARNER. Let me amend my

unanimous consent request to incor-
porate the request from the Senator
from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Virginia, as modified?

The Senator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Reserving the right to
object, I just want to see if there is any
problem on that relative to Senator
KERREY. I don’t know why there would
be, offhand, but we are trying to make
sure there is no problem. It is fine with
me.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I say to
my good friend, we have bent over
backwards all day to accommodate
him. We will continue to do so. What-
ever the problem, we will solve it.

Mr. LEVIN. That is fine with me. He
has also been very accommodating to
us. I just want to see if I can get a sig-
nal. Do we know whether or not Sen-
ator KERREY would have any objection
to that?

Mr. President, may I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia has the floor.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we will
acknowledge the request for the
quorum, but I think one Senator seeks
recognition for an administrative pur-
pose, and I have no objection to that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Tony
Blaylock, a legislative fellow from my
office, be granted the privilege of the
floor for the duration of the defense au-
thorization bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. Might I suggest to the
ranking member that another Member,
the Senator from Colorado, desires to
address another matter. Rather than
putting in a quorum call, I would like
to have agreement that the Senator
proceed.

Mr. LEVIN. Could we ask the Sen-
ator from Colorado about how long his
remarks will be?

Mr. ALLARD. Maybe I don’t need to
have this special provision we talked
about. I talked with the staff of the
chairman, and they said all we had to
do was file the amendment. I filed the
amendment and I am happy. I think we
are in good shape. It is there, where we
can bring it up immediately.
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Mr. WARNER. I will put it in the
RECORD as of now that you have done
that, if you will address the Chair.

AMENDMENT NO. 396

(Purpose: To substitute provisions regarding
the Civil Air Patrol)

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we lay aside
the following amendments for the pur-
pose of introducing my amendment No.
396 and then we would go back to the
regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WARNER. Reserving the right to
object, would you describe in two sen-
tences the nature of the amendment so
other Senators can be acquainted with
it.

Mr. ALLARD. The nature of the
amendment is that it strikes a provi-
sion dealing with the Civil Air Patrol,
brings them under the direct control of
the Air Force. We want to strike out
that provision and then set up a report
and review of an incident that has oc-
curred with CAP through GAO and the
Inspector General. Real briefly, that is
what the amendment is about.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The clerk will report the amendment.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I
could advise the Senator from Colo-
rado, in fairness to all colleagues, Sen-
ator INHOFE, a fellow committee mem-
ber, has a position, I think, different
from yours; is that correct?

Mr. ALLARD. That is correct.

Mr. WARNER. There could be other
Senators, many Senators, interested in
this Civil Air Patrol issue. I am happy
to lay it down, and at such time as we
can get a reconciliation of viewpoints,
we hope to proceed. How much time do
you think you would need so other
Senators——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator from Virginia would suspend
for a second so the clerk can report the
amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD],
for himself, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
STEVENS, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. DORGAN, Mr.
CLELAND, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr.
BRYAN, Mr. REID, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI, and Ms. SNOWE, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 396.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

Strike section 904, and insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 904. MANAGEMENT OF THE CIVIL AIR PA-
TROL.

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that no major change to the gov-
ernance structure of the Civil Air Patrol
should be mandated by Congress until a re-
view of potential improvements in the man-
agement and oversight of Civil Air Patrol op-
erations is conducted.
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(b) GAO STUDY.—The Comptroller General
shall conduct a study of potential improve-
ments to Civil Air Patrol operations, includ-
ing Civil Air Patrol financial management,
Air Force and Civil Air Patrol oversight, and
the Civil Air Patrol safety program. Not
later than February 15, 2000, the Inspector
General shall submit a report on the results
of the study to the congressional defense
committees.

(c) INSPECTOR GENERAL REVIEW.—(1) The
Inspector General of the Department of De-
fense shall review the financial and manage-
ment operations of the Civil Air Patrol. The
review shall include an audit.

(2) Not later than February 15, 2000, the In-
spector General shall submit to the congres-
sional defense committees a report on the re-
view, including, specifically, the results of
the audit. The report shall include any rec-
ommendations that the Inspector General
considers appropriate regarding actions nec-
essary to ensure the proper oversight of the
financial and management operations of the
Civil Air Patrol.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask
for an hour equally divided.

Mr. WARNER. Fine. I thank the
Chair for the guidance. I thought the
amendment had been logged in.

Mr. LEVIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia has the floor.

Mr. LEVIN. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. WARNER. I yield the floor.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am won-
dering whether the Senator from Vir-
ginia would consider the following ap-
proach: after the disposition of the
Murray amendment, that there then be
an hour of debate on the Kerrey
amendment and, immediately fol-
lowing the disposition of the Kerrey
amendment, that the reconsideration
vote occur on the Gramm amendment,
precluding second-degree amendments
to the Kerrey amendment.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will
have to ask my colleague to withhold
that request. I will work on it, and I
think we can accommodate all inter-
ested parties.

Now, my understanding from the
Chair is, we proceed to the amend-
ment

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia has a unanimous
consent request pending. Is there objec-
tion?

Mr. WARNER. I am not able to hear
the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia had a unanimous
consent request pending. Is the Senator
withdrawing that request?

Mr. WARNER. No. I thought I had a
unanimous consent request to proceed
to the amendment of the Senator from
Washington for a period not to exceed
1 hour, at the conclusion of which
there would be a motion to table and
then, of course, a vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, all I want to do
is work out a time to bring up a vote
that we are not even going to debate
on. I will be happy to have it either
after the Kerrey amendment or at 5
o’clock. There is some concern here
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about limiting a second amendment,
apparently, on the Kerrey amendment.
I do not have a dog in that fight.

We are in a position where I can’t ex-
ercise my right, because we have two
amendments, now three amendments,
that are pending, which makes the
floor manager sort of a gatekeeper. But
it also makes anyone else a gatekeeper.
All T am asking is if I could get an
agreement on a time certain basis and/
or following something else. I am not
trying to be difficult to deal with; I
just would like to work this out before
we g0 on.

If 5 o’clock is all right, we can stop
whatever we are doing at that point
and have the vote. I do not even re-
quire any more debate. I just want to
settle this issue. I would have to ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia has the floor. There
is a unanimous consent request pend-
ing.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, so the floor
managers may have the opportunity to
have the consent request, would the
Chair repeat the request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I think
I can clarify the situation very quick-
ly.
The Senator from Virginia has pro-
pounded a UC to permit the Senator
from Washington to have an hour
equally divided, after which time there
will be a tabling motion by the Senator
from New Hampshire and then a vote.

That was before the Chair at the
time our colleague from Texas sought
recognition for the purpose of trying to
reconcile an understanding between
himself and the ranking member. Ap-
parently, at this time, we cannot
achieve that reconciliation. It is my
hope that the two Senators can con-
tinue to work and will permit the Sen-
ate to go forward with the amendment
of the Senator from Washington.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, may I
just suggest that we set the vote at 5
o’clock and leave the Kerrey amend-
ment alone? The net result is the same.
The Senator was willing to agree a mo-
ment ago to do it. If the Kerrey amend-
ment is what is in dispute, it seems
that it would have produced this result
before. So I just urge my friend from
Michigan to allow us to settle the
issue. We are going to do it without in-
tervening debate. But the problem is
that I have privilege under the rules of
the Senate, and that is being precluded
by the stacking of amendments that
require a unanimous consent request.

Mr. WARNER. I think we are ready
to solve it. Would the Senator have a
colloquy with our colleague?

Mr. GRAMM. Yes.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, my under-
standing is that the chairman has no
objection if at 5 o’clock we have the
vote on reconsideration, even though
we were in the middle of another de-
bate. I have no objection if he doesn’t.
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Mr. WARNER. I have no objection.

Mr. LEVIN. That is probably what
will happen. In the middle of debate on
another amendment, we will go back to
the reconsideration. I have no objec-
tion to that happening at 5 o’clock.

Mr. WARNER. We have done that be-
fore. It may be somewhat inconvenient,
but it is important to keep the momen-
tum of this bill going. We have had su-
perb cooperation from all Senators. I
would like to make note that we have
only had two quorum calls in 3 days.

Mr. President, I now propound a
unanimous consent request that the
Senator from Washington be permitted
to go forward with her amendment at
this time, with a 1-hour time agree-
ment, equally divided between the Sen-
ator from Washington and the Senator
from New Hampshire, and at the con-
clusion of that hour, there be a motion
to table by the Senator from New
Hampshire and then a rollcall vote. We
will get the yeas and nays later.

Mr. GRAMM. We have the 5 o’clock
vote on the reconsideration, correct?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I add to
that a 5 o’clock vote on amendment
No. 392.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I do
not have an objection, but I would like
to make an inquiry. At some point, I
would like to be in a position to do
what Senator ALLARD has done, which
is to introduce an amendment and then
lay it aside for the appropriate consid-
eration at its due time. Would it be ap-
propriate, after we have taken action
on the unanimous consent, or as part of
the unanimous consent, that I would be
given an opportunity to introduce an
amendment and then lay it aside?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I just
ask if we could have one variation. At
the conclusion of the vote on the
amendment of the Senator from Wash-
ington, I would be prepared to work
out an opportunity for the Senator
from Florida to be recognized and lay
down an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest of the Senator from Virginia?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

——

PROVIDING FOR A CONDITIONAL
ADJOURNMENT OF THE SENATE

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the adjournment resolution,
which is at the desk, and further that
the resolution be agreed to and the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid upon the
table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The resolution (S. Con. Res. 35) was
agreed to, as follows:

S. CoN. REs. 35

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That when the Sen-
ate recesses or adjourns at the close of busi-
ness on Thursday, May 27, 1999, on a motion
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